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ABSTRACT
Despite research and theory noting the aggressive and destructive applications of teasing,
few studies have investigated its positive uses. The present research explores the use of
"prosocial teasing", a positively-intended form of teasing which relies on the playful use
of seemingly negative remarks (e.g., "You’re an idiot"), which are incongruent with the
established relationship, and aim to indirectly and ironically express positive relational
messages to others (e.g., "I accept you"). The goals of the present research are to (1)
present a theoretical model of prosocial teasing, (2) construct and validate a self-report
measure of prosocial teasing behaviour [i.e., Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire (PTQ)], (3)
determine which individual difference variables predict prosocial teasing, and (4)
investigate the potential associations between prosocial teasing and interpersonal
relationships. A total of 735 university students, across 3 separate samples, completed the
PTQ along with questionnaires assessing variables related to humor, personality,
psychological well-being, and interpersonal relationships. Friends and family members of
participants (i.e., “informants”) were invited to complete an online questionnaire rating
the participants’ teasing styles and the quality of their relationship with them. The PTQ
yielded a coefficient alpha of .89 and demonstrated convergent validity through a number
of positive correlations with humour (e.g., sarcasm, playfulness) and broad personality
variables (e.g., extraversion). The results suggest that prosocial teasers tend to be
narcissistic, interpersonally manipulative, emotionally callous, sensation-seeking, risktaking, and controlling when resolving interpersonal conflict. The data also indicate that
prosocial teasing may be used to indirectly communicate negative emotions and beliefs.
Interpersonally, the findings suggest that prosocial teasing may be used as a
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compensatory strategy among those with a variety of interpersonal deficits and may be
more adaptive for males. Finally, while self-reported prosocial teasing was positively
associated with self-reported relationship quality, informant ratings of prosocial teasing
and relationship satisfaction were negatively related. Possible explanations for these
findings and its implications for prosocial teasing and future research are discussed.
Overall, these findings also provide evidence for the validity of the PTQ to support its use
as a tool to further understand the role of teasing in relationships.

Keywords: teasing, humour, interpersonal relationships, individual differences, wellbeing, measures of humour
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1
Chapter 1 – Introduction
Nested within the broader domain of humour, teasing is an ambiguous form of
social communication which may be used to further a variety of goals. The majority of
empirical and theoretical investigations of teasing have focused on its aggressive
applications and destructive consequences, particularly in the context of bullying and
peer-victimization (Cattarin & Thompson, 1994; Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Olweus,
1977, 1993; Roberts & Coursol, 1996; Whitney & Smith, 1993). However, there is also
some evidence suggesting that teasing may be used for prosocial means such as softening
criticisms (Dews, Kaplan, & Winner, 1995) or enhancing relationships and facilitating
social interactions (Baxter, 1992; Keltner, Young, Heerey, Oemig, & Monarch, 1998).
Considering the numerous studies and theoretical papers that have been written on
teasing, few have examined the influence of individual difference variables and fewer
still have provided support for its potential positive uses (Kowalski, 2004). As a result,
the present research will adopt an individual differences framework to investigate
prosocial teasing, a positive form of teasing which relies on playful provocation to
ironically express positive messages about relationships. For example, friends may
prosocially tease one another by affectionately saying “I enjoy spending time with you. It
feels good to do charity work” or “Wow, so you’re retiring. I didn’t even know you had a
job!” In such cases, when the negative surface meaning of such remarks is contradictory
with an existing positive relationship, the targets of such teases may infer the intended
positive message.
The goals of the present research are to (1) present a theoretical model of
prosocial teasing, (2) construct and validate a self-report measure of prosocial teasing
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behaviour [i.e., Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire (PTQ)], (3) determine which individual
difference variables predict prosocial teasing, and (4) investigate the potential
associations between prosocial teasing and interpersonal relationships.
The purpose of this chapter is to provide a theoretical model of prosocial teasing.
I begin by presenting a comprehensive definition of prosocial teasing, contrasting it with
aggressive teasing and framing prosocial teasing as an ambiguous form of
communication. Next, I present reversal theory as a means to identify and understand the
cognitive and emotional processes involved in the elicitation and enjoyment of prosocial
teasing. I then discuss prosocial teasing as a mode of communication, examine potential
social functions (i.e., to indirectly express affection and closeness, reinforce relationships
and maintain face) and propose how and why prosocial teasing works (i.e., through metasignals and relationship quality). Finally, I discuss prosocial teasing as a trait and present
a number of predictions related to scale development and associations with other trait
variables and factors affecting interpersonal relationships.
Definition of Prosocial Teasing
This section reviews teasing in general, followed by a more specific discussion of
prosocial teasing concerning: how it is defined, its ambiguous nature and previous
research regarding its uses.
Teasing in General
The definition of general teasing used in the present research is taken from
Keltner et al. (2001) who reviewed teasing literature to establish a broad and
comprehensive definition. They defined teasing as an intentional provocation that is
accompanied by playful off-record markers that together comments on something
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relevant to the target. In the present research, I maintain this definition but substitute the
term “meta-signals” for “off-record markers” because it more broadly encompasses a
wider range of signals that teasers use to communicate playfulness.
Although this definition does not explicitly reference playful aggression (often
present in teasing), the concept of intentional provocation implies that teases must be
intended to elicit a reaction from the target. Teases must also be accompanied by playful
meta-signals, which are intonational, prosodic and kinesthetic behaviours (e.g., variations
in vocal pitch) or linguistic strategies (e.g., exaggeration of speech) that help teasers
signal their playful intentions to targets. While meta-signals are important, they will not
be addressed in my research. Finally, teases must comment on something relevant to the
target. In other words, the content of teases must be related to targets’ self-identity. For
example, weight-related teasing is only relevant if the target is excessively thin or obese.
From a gender perspective, teasing research suggests that, compared to girls, boys
tease more frequently (McGhee, 1976; Voss, 1997), tease more aggressively (Barnett,
Burns, Sanborn, Bartel, & Wilds, 2004), and are more resilient to its negative effects
(Bond, Carlin, Thomas, Rubin, & Patton, 2001; Grills & Ollendick, 2002; Kowalski,
2004; Simmons, 2002). Similarly, among adults, men also tease more frequently
(Lampert, 1996), incorporate more aggressive and competitive content (Lampert &
Ervin-Tripp, 2006), and are more likely to experience teasing as a positive and affiliative
experience than women (Keltner et al., 1998). Given the playfully aggressive nature of
teasing, it is likely a more male-oriented activity given that men are more physically and
verbally aggressive than women (c.f., Harris, 1992; Hyde, 1984).
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Prosocial Teasing
Certain forms of teasing may be “good-natured” and experienced as playful and
affiliative by both teasers and targets. This form of teasing will be referred to as prosocial
teasing and is composed of three core facets, namely that it (1) indirectly expresses
positive messages about relationships (e.g., affection, liking, acceptance), (2) is fun and
enjoyable (e.g., produces positive emotion and laughter); and (3) relies on the use of
playful provocation.
Linguists and other researchers have used a variety of terms to refer to aspects of
this affectionately intended form of teasing, including: conversational irony (Boxer &
Cortes-Conde, 1997; Norrick, 2003), kind irony (Anolli, Ciceri, & Infantino, 2002),
ironic insults (Pexman & Zvaigzne, 2004), ironic criticism (Colston, 1997), banter
(Slugoski & Turnbull, 1988), and mock-impoliteness (Leech, 1983). Since prosocial
teasing involves both playful aggression and joking around with others, it contains
elements of both affiliative and aggressive humour styles as outlined in the Humour
Styles Questionnaire (HSQ; Martin, Puhlik-Doris, Larsen, Gray, & Weir, 2003) and may
be conceptualized as a composite of the two.
However, not all teasing is benevolent and the majority of teasing research has
investigated its more destructive side (e.g., teasing and bullying). Prosocial teasing, then,
is contrasted with aggressive teasing, which is used to disparage or hurt others. This form
of teasing is also referred to as ironic compliments (Pexman & Zvaigzne, 2004) and
sarcastic irony (Anolli et al., 2002; Jorgensen, 1996; Slugoski & Turnbull, 1988).
Prosocial teasing and sarcasm are conceptually distinct. Even though they both
involve playful provocation, they function in opposite ways. Sarcasm appears positive on
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the surface but communicates a negative latent message (e.g., “Nice haircut”). In
contrast, prosocial teasing appears negative on the surface but communicates a positive
latent message (e.g., saying “You’re an awful bastard. I don’t know why I put up with
you” to ironically express affection). While the content of a prosocial tease may sound
hostile, its intent and underlying message is always intended as positive; otherwise, the
tease would be categorized as aggressive. Nonetheless, prosocial teasing involves
provocation and, as already noted, is likely a more male-oriented behaviour; thus, I
predicted that males would engage in prosocial teasing to a greater degree than females.
While the communicational motivations of teases are many, it is ultimately the
targets’ perception of teases which make them prosocial or aggressive. If prosocial teases
successfully communicate positive messages, they may enhance relationships, whereas if
they are misinterpreted and perceived as aggressive, they may harm relationships.
Consequently, there are a number of factors which likely determine whether teases are
perceived as prosocial or aggressive: (1) the intensity of the provocation, (2) the degree
of relevance of teases to targets’ self-identity, (3) how skillfully meta-signals are
implemented, (4) the quality of the relationship, and (5) the presence of an audience.
Drew (1987) argues that teases can be more harmful when they are highly
relevant to targets’ identity (e.g., teasing obese individuals about their weight); thus,
prosocial teases necessarily focus less on features that are central to targets’ sense of self.
In facilitating this, one would expect that effective prosocial teasers are those who are
sensitive to their interpersonal environment and possess good social skills. I therefore
predicted that prosocial teasing would be associated with better relationship quality
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among individuals who have higher interpersonal abilities (e.g., emotional intelligence,
empathy, etc.).
Teasing is also more positively received when its playfulness is clearly
communicated (Jones, Newman, & Bautista, 2005). Ample use of meta-signals (e.g.,
smiling, winking) makes the playfulness of prosocial teases more apparent and helps to
minimize unintended literal and aggressive interpretations. Prosocial teases are more
likely to be effective between close friends (as opposed to strangers) with whom targets
have positive relationship histories. Finally, prosocial teasing likely involves two
individuals since the presence of an audience increases the potential for humiliation.
Previous Research on Prosocial Teasing
Although research on prosocial teasing is very limited, some evidence indicates
that it is common in everyday conversations. Gibbs (2000) investigated the use of
conversational irony among young adults and identified an average of 4.7 ironic instances
per 10-minute conversation. Fifty percent of ironic instances were categorized as
jocularity, where speakers ironically teased one another in affiliative ways (i.e., prosocial
teasing), whereas 28% were categorized as ironic sarcasm (i.e., aggressive teasing).
Thus, prosocial teasing occurs twice as often as aggressive teasing and appears to be a
frequent aspect of everyday communication among young adults.
Regarding its interpersonal effects, researchers suggest that prosocial teasing
allows individuals to enhance bonds with others through the indirect expression of
affection, shared laughter, and the message that the act of teasing communicates, namely
that it affirms the strength of the relationship since individuals are able to “get away
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with” seemingly offensive comments (Baxter, 1992; Eisenberg, 1986; Hopper, Knapp, &
Scott, 1981; Keltner et al., 1998).
Prosocial Teasing as Ambiguous Communication
Whether teases are intended as an affectionately ironic remark or a hostile attack
is often difficult to ascertain because teasing relies heavily on ambiguity. Although
targets must simultaneously examine multiple sources of information to determine the
intentions of teasers, the meanings of teasers are never fully clear (Alberts, 1992). Since
prosocial teases also involve provocation, their use involves “social risk” because, if they
are misinterpreted by targets as aggressive, they may damage the relationship (Pexman &
Zvaigzne, 2004). Kruger, Gordon, and Kuban (2006) found that teasers tend to interpret
their teases more positively than do targets. In contrast, targets consistently rate teasers’
intentions as more negative than do the teasers, particularly when the teasing involves
criticizing physical appearance or devaluing relationships. These results suggest that the
difficulties in resolving the ambiguity of teases are largely a concern of the target rather
than the teaser. Teasers can be sure of their intentions whereas targets will always find
teasing remarks ambiguous to a certain extent. Given the potential social risks inherent in
prosocial teasing, it is likely that many individuals would regard it as a socially
undesirable behaviour; therefore, I predicted that prosocial teasing would be negatively
correlated with social desirability. In addition, since teasers tend to interpret their teases
more positively than targets, it follows that the present research ought to account for the
perspectives of both teasers and targets (e.g., family members, friends).
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Prosocial Teasing as a Form of Humour: Reversal Theory
Teasing rests conceptually within the broader domain of humour. Martin (2007)
has defined humour as a specific positive emotion (which he terms “mirth”) that usually
occurs in an interpersonal context, is elicited by a particular cognitive appraisal process
(i.e., the perception of playful incongruity) and is typically expressed by laughter.
The cognitive appraisals which elicit the emotion of mirth are well-explained by
reversal theory (Apter, 1982, 1991, 2001), a broad theory of personality and motivation.
The present research uses reversal theory as a conceptual framework. According to
reversal theory, humour involves four essential components: (1) synergy (i.e.,
incongruity), (2) diminishment, (3) a paratelic state of mind, and (4) emotional arousal.
Synergy
Most theories of humour emphasize the central importance of incongruity, in
which some idea, image, text or event is presented in a way that is odd, unexpected, or
out of the ordinary. In order to explain the cognitive processes involved in humour and
incongruity, Koestler (1964) introduced the concept of “bisociation” which involves the
simultaneous activation of two or more self-consistent but normally incompatible or
contradictory frames of reference. Similarly, Apter (1982) uses the word synergy to
describe incongruity and argues that humour involves two contradictory concepts or ideas
about the same object which are held in one’s mind at the same time. Irony, for example,
is one form of synergy which involves the oscillation between the literal and intended
meanings of the same verbal statement.
Cognitive synergy is an important concept for prosocial teasing because the
contradictory interpretations of a tease are what create the synergy which makes prosocial

9
teasing humorous (as well as ambiguous). For example, the prosocial tease “You’re such
an idiot. Why are we even friends?” is ambiguous and could be interpreted in two
contradictory ways (e.g., as a harsh criticism or an ironic and playful expression of
affection). However, in the context of a supportive and caring relationship, the
provocation and its negative surface message are incongruous with the established
positive relationship. Therefore, it is the existence of a positive relationship that creates
the synergy in prosocial teasing, helping to clarify the non-serious nature of the tease,
and making positive interpretations of the latent message possible.
Diminishment
According to Apter, cognitive synergy occurs in other phenomena besides humor,
particularly artistic creativity and scientific discovery. The difference between humour
and these other forms of synergy is that it involves diminishment whereby one object is
diminished or devalued with respect to the second (Apter, 2001; Wyer & Collins, 1992).
Without diminishment, incongruity or synergy is not funny. Diminishment makes a
person, object, action or situation seem less important, remarkable, worthy of respect,
dignified, etc. than originally conceived. Other, non-humorous types of synergy, in
contrast, involve elevation instead of diminishment. Thus, humor makes important things
seem trivial, whereas art makes mundane things seem extraordinary. Research has shown
that individuals are more likely to rate content as funny if it has themes of subordination
or diminishment (Mio & Graesser, 1991; Wyer & Collins, 1992) suggesting that the
strength of laughter elicited from humour may be attributable to the degree of
diminishment present.
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The concept of diminishment helps to explain why teasing often involves a “putdown” element as it typically draws attention to deficiencies in targets’ appearance,
personality or social or intellectual functioning (Alberts, 1992; Baxter, 1992; Kowalski,
2000; Shapiro, Baumeister, & Kessler, 1991; Thompson, Cattarin, Fowler, & Fisher,
1995). In prosocial teasing, diminishment occurs when provocative comments about
positive relationships make targets seem devalued or unimportant. This devaluation, in
addition to synergy (i.e., as targets oscillate between potential positive and negative
interpretations of the tease), are what make prosocial teasing funny.
Paratelic State of Mind
To experience and enjoy humor, Apter (1982) argues that individuals must be in
the playful or non-serious frame of mind which he calls the paratelic state. When in the
paratelic state, individuals isolate themselves from serious and real world concerns, focus
on the present moment and tend to enjoy ongoing activities for their own sake. In
contrast, the telic state is more serious and goal-oriented. When in the telic state,
individuals are more concerned with the future and focus on the achievement of
important goals. Apter suggests that individuals alternate (“reverse”) between these two
states of mind repeatedly throughout the day (the notion of “reversing” between states of
mind is the basis for the name “reversal theory”). The degree to which humour is enjoyed
depends on whether an individual is in the telic or paratelic state. Some empirical support
has been found for this concept (Martin, 1984; Ruch, 1994; Svebak & Apter, 1987). With
respect to prosocial teasing, its enjoyment presumably requires a paratelic (i.e., playful,
non-serious) state of mind.
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Emotional Arousal
The experience of humour is accompanied by increases in positive affect and
mood (Bachorowski & Owren, 2001; Foley, Matheis, & Schaefer, 2002; Neuhoff &
Schaefer, 2002) and well-being (Szabo, 2003). Apter (1982, 2001) argues that increases
in emotional arousal result in part from the cognitive processing of synergies and make
the elicitation and enjoyment of humour possible. A considerable amount of research has
shown that higher emotional and physiological arousal is associated with greater
perceived funniness in the context of humour (Bryant, 1977; Cantor, Bryant, &
Zillmann, 1974; Deckers & Carr, 1986; McCauley, Woods, Coolidge, & Kulick, 1983;
Schachter & Wheeler, 1962; Shurcliff, 1968; Wicker, Thorelli, Barron, & Ponder, 1981;
Zillmann, Bryant, & Cantor, 1974).
According to Apter (1982), any elements in a humorous message that increase the
arousal will make it more enjoyable (and funny). This is why humor often involves
aggression, sex, disgust, etc. The pseudo-aggression in prosocial teasing contributes to
the synergy (i.e., incongruity with the positive relationship) as well as the arousal, both of
which can enhance the funniness and positive emotional experience of being teased.
However, the enjoyment of the heightened emotional arousal depends on whether one is
in the paratelic or telic state. In the paratelic state, heightened emotional arousal is
inherently more pleasurable, whereas in the telic state it is more unpleasant. Thus, in the
context of prosocial teasing, the use of aggressive language presumably makes it more
enjoyable and funny, as long as both individuals remain in the paratelic state. Therefore,
in the present research, I predicted that prosocial teasing would be positively associated
with other paratelic-dominant variables (e.g., playfulness).
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Summary of Reversal Theory
Prosocial teasing requires the perception of cognitive synergy (i.e. its provocation
is incongruous with a positive relationship) and involves diminishment, which makes
targets appear less important, valued, etc. than originally conceived. The processing of
synergies (when accompanied by diminishment) helps to increase emotional arousal and
contributes to the elicitation, enjoyment and funniness of prosocial teasing when both
individuals are in the paratelic (i.e., playful) state of mind.
Prosocial Teasing as Communication
Humour is fundamentally a social phenomenon. Given its social context, some
theorists have suggested that humour is a form of social play whose accompanying
laughter and shared positive affect serve to facilitate and enhance social relationships
(Panksepp, 1998) . In this section, prosocial teasing will be discussed as a playful form of
social communication followed by the interpersonal mechanisms of prosocial teasing.
The Social Functions of Prosocial Teasing
Prosocial teasing, as a more specific form of humour, serves a number of social
functions which may be used to (1) indirectly express affection and closeness, (2)
reinforce relationships and (3) act as a face-saving strategy.
Indirect expressions of affection and closeness. Because humans evolved in
small groups and needed others to survive, we have an innate need for close relationships
and have evolved specific social mechanisms to create and maintain social bonds
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995; D. M. Buss & Kenrick, 1998; Gervais & Wilson, 2005). For
example, personal self-disclure is one of these mechanisms and it has been shown to
promote likeability and enhance relationships (Collins & Miller, 1994; Mikulincer &
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Nachshon, 1991). However, self-disclosure is risky because it may fail and result in being
judged, rejected or humiliated. According to Guerin (2003), individuals engage in a
number of strategies to reduce this risk, one of the most effective being ambiguity.
Prosocial teasing is one of these strategies because it inherently involves ambiguity.
Thus, it serves as a means for teasers to self-disclose in an indirect way which protects
them from potential rejection.
Tannen (1990) has contended that men, in particular, rely on teasing to indirectly
express affection which would otherwise be too potentially risky for them to express
directly. For example, in order to communicate affection it may be safer to say “It’s been
a while. How’s it going, you old bastard?” than to say “I’ve missed you terribly, let’s
catch up.” If the former statement is recognized by the target as ironic and incongruent
with the established relationship, it may indirectly and safely convey affection.
Reinforcement of relationships. If prosocial teases successfully communicate
positive messages, they may help to strengthen and reinforce the relationship in a number
of ways. (1) Social play is pleasurable. Prosocial teasing, as a form of social play, allows
individuals to playfully interact with one another in amusing ways which foster feelings
of enjoyment and pleasure. It is likely that simply engaging in social play with another
individual is enough to form social bonds (i.e., through classical conditioning). For
example, Norrick (2003) argues that banter (which includes prosocial teasing) is a form
of competitive play in which co-participation promotes rapport and builds on positive
feelings about the relationship. (2) Positive emotion is mutually experienced. Individuals
are likely to tease each other because the positive emotion and laughter that accompanies
it are so enjoyable. Over time, the shared positive emotional experience likely acts to
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reinforce relationships, promote bonding and increase feelings of closeness and intimacy
(Smoski & Bachorowski, 2003). (3) Indirect positive messages about the relationship
may be communicated. As noted previously, the fact that prosocial teasers can “get away
with” seemingly offensive comments directed at targets can serve to affirm the strength
of the relationship. An affectionate but playfully hostile tease conveys the implicit core
message “Look at how close we are. How else could I get away with saying such nasty
things?” In this respect, prosocial teases may arise from the need to affirm or reaffirm the
existing relationship (Boxer & Cortes-Conde, 1997).
While prosocial teasing may help to produce greater relational closeness, the
direction of causality is likely bidirectional. As individuals become closer, they likely feel
more comfortable teasing each other in prosocial ways because the provocative and
potentially negative content (i.e., diminishment) of prosocial teases is less likely to be
misinterpreted as serious and hostile.
Maintaining “face”. Goffman (1967) proposed the concept of face which refers
to one’s public self-image. He asserted that people work to maintain “face” by being (1)
liked or admired and (2) unimpeded by pressures to act against their wishes. In social
interactions, individuals work to maintain each other’s face and protect against face
threats. Individuals “lose face” when they are humiliated or imposed upon by the needs
and wants of others.
The concept of face has applications with respect to prosocial teasing. Brown and
Levinson (1987) argue that the use of indirectness is an essential strategy in maintaining
face. Indirectness is inherent in prosocial teasing; thus, prosocial teasing may serve as an
effective strategy to convey positive messages about relationships. When feelings of
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affection are not mutually felt its indirectness (1) protects teasers from humiliation, and
(2) minimizes the pressure on targets to reciprocate (Dews et al., 1995).
Social Mechanisms of Prosocial Teasing
In order to disambiguate the meaning of prosocial teases, teasers rely primarily on
meta-signals whereas targets rely primarily on the relationship quality. These factors help
explain how and why prosocial teases are communicated effectively.
Meta-signals. The intentions of teasers are clarified through the use of metasignals, which are the intonational, prosodic and kinesthetic behaviours or linguistic
strategies which help communicate that the pseudo-aggressiveness of teasing is not to be
taken seriously (Keltner et al., 2001; Keltner et al., 1998; Kowalski, 2000). Meta-signals
help targets of prosocial teasing draw inferences about teasers’ state of mind and infer
their positive intentions (Colston & Gibbs, 2002). Meta-signals may also help to induce
paratelic (i.e., playful) states of mind in targets which may make them more receptive to
being teased.
Researchers have divided meta-signals into two categories: paralinguistic signals
and linguistic signals. Paralinguistic signals include variations in vocal pitch, non-verbal
behaviours (e.g., smiling, winking) and laughter. In this respect, higher-pitched vocal
tones, mischievous facial expressions, or laughter following a tease help disambiguate the
intentions of teasers and make positive and playful interpretations possible (Drew, 1987;
Keltner et al., 2001; Miller, 1986). Linguistic signals are conveyed in the way in which
language is constructed and deviates from accepted standards of speaking (i.e.,
incongruities in speech). For example, in prosocial teasing, using irony (e.g., “You’re an
awful friend”) or altering language to be more exaggerated and understated (e.g.,

16
nicknaming a tall friend “Shorty”) helps to build incongruity and suggests that teases are
not meant to be taken seriously (P. Brown & Levinson, 1987; Grice, 1989)
Relationship quality. Targets rely on information related to the quality of their
relationship with teasers in order to clarify their intentions. Lampert and Ervin-Tripp
(2006) argue that the length of the relationship with teasers and familiarity with their
humour practices affect the outcome of teases. Studies have shown that individuals are
more likely to use ironic insults (i.e., prosocial teasing) in close relationships than in
distant ones and that even literal insults are more likely to be interpreted in prosocial
ways when speakers are known to like each other (Kreuz, 1996; Slugoski & Turnbull,
1988). Moreover, among close friends, targets tend to possess a “positivity bias” and
attribute good intentions to teasers, perceiving their teases as more benevolent, less
malicious (Jones et al., 2005) and more funny (Pexman & Zvaigzne, 2004) when
compared with less familiar acquaintances.
Schema theory is a useful framework to help conceptualize this further. Schemas
are mental frameworks which help us organize past experience (e.g., of people, objects or
events) and predict future outcomes (Lemerise & Arsenio, 2000; Mandler, 1979;
Rumelhart & Ortony, 1977). When the development of a relationship is characterized by
positive experiences (e.g., fun, mutually supportive and caring), both parties form
positive relationship schemas about the other. These positive relationship schemas serve
to create the incongruity (i.e., synergy) in prosocial teasing since they are inconsistent
with negative literal surface meanings of the tease and act as a cue to signal playful
intent.
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As a result, many theorists have argued that prosocial teasing is most effective
among those with positive relationship histories (Bradbury & Fincham, 1990; Kowalski,
2004; Pexman & Zvaigzne, 2004). In contrast, in the context of a negative relationship,
the provocation of prosocial teases is actually consistent with, rather than incongruent
with the established negative relationship schemas. Such teases are likely to be
interpreted as literal, serious and aggressive. While a positive relationship history aids in
clarifying teasers’ intents, any relationship history is likely useful in this respect. When
none exists, targets have no relational schemas to help clarify teasing intentions.
Therefore, prosocial teasing is likely to be most effective among those with positive
relationship histories (e.g., close friends) and least effective among those with negative or
no relationship histories (e.g., unfamiliar or unlikeable people).
Summary of the Prosocial Teasing Model
Prosocial teasing is composed of three core facets, namely that it (1) indirectly
expresses positive messages about relationships (e.g., affection, liking, acceptance); (2) is
fun and enjoyable (e.g., produces positive emotion and laughter); and (3) relies on the use
of playful provocation. It is contrasted with aggressive teasing which is used to disparage
or hurt others. A positive relationship schema acts as the synergy (i.e., incongruity) with
the provocative and negative surface message of a prosocial tease and makes it possible
to interpret the positive latent message. The diminishment inherent in prosocial teasing
helps to heighten emotional arousal which is experienced as funny and pleasurable so
long as both individuals are in the paratelic state.
Prosocial teasing is an ambiguous form of communication since prosocial teasers
can be sure of their intentions whereas targets will always find teasing remarks
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ambiguous to a certain extent. In order to help targets infer the underlying positive
meanings of prosocial teases (and reduce the risk of them being misinterpreted as literal
and hostile), teasers rely on meta-signals (e.g., smiling, exaggerated speech) whereas
targets rely on information about the quality of their relationship with teasers. Prosocial
teasing is a form of social play which may be used as a communication strategy to:
indirectly express affection and closeness, reinforce relationships, and maintain face.
Prosocial Teasing as a Trait: Overview of the Current Research
The proposed model of prosocial teasing leads to a number of research questions
regarding its potential uses and effects. I was particularly interested in (1) what types of
individuals engage in prosocial teasing, and (2) whether prosocial teasing is associated
with positive or negative relationship outcomes. In order to address these questions, I
adopted an individual differences approach to determine whether prosocial teasing, as a
trait, is associated with other personality and interpersonal traits and whether these
interact with prosocial teasing to predict relationship quality. The first step in this
approach involved the development of the Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire (PTQ), which
was useful in providing a means of quantifying prosocial teasing behaviour so that
research questions could be tested empirically. The following three sections present
predictions and hypotheses regarding: (1) scale development, (2) associations with other
trait variables, and (3) interpersonal relationships. These sections reflect Chapters 3, 4
and 5, respectively, in which their results are presented and discussed.
Scale Development
As previously noted, one of the goals of the present research was the development
of a self-report measure of the extent to which individuals engage in prosocial teasing.
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The development of the PTQ was informed by strategies recommended by Spector
(1992) and DeVellis (1991) which are summarized as follows: (1) define the construct,
(2) design and review an initial scale, (3) administer the items to a large sample, (4)
conduct item analyses to examine internal consistency and factor structure, (5) begin
validation studies using other samples, and (6) evaluate items and finalize the scale (e.g.,
optimize scale length, establish norms, etc.). The adherence to these steps in developing
the PTQ will be reviewed briefly. However, for a detailed discussion of methodology and
scale development, refer to Chapters 2 and 3, respectively.
The first step, defining the construct, has already been discussed in the previous
sections of this chapter. In accordance with the second step, the development of the PTQ
involved the generation of an initial pool of items based on the literature review described
previously which reflected the three core facets of prosocial teasing, namely that it (1)
indirectly expresses positive messages about relationships; (2) is fun and enjoyable; and
(3) relies on the use of playful provocation. The item pool was reviewed by a group of
individuals who were knowledgeable about the content area in order to refine items’
relevance, clarity and conciseness. While the PTQ was designed with the three noted
facets in mind, I conceptualized the PTQ as a unidimensional construct. However, I did
expect the facets to be conceptually distinguishable but correlated with one another.
Therefore, I planned to conduct a factor analysis using an oblique rotation to determine
whether these components would emerge, although I planned to use only the PTQ total
score in the present research.
In following the third and fourth steps, the PTQ was administered to three large
samples of undergraduate students. Analyses of data from the first sample focused
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primarily on reliability and the initial validation of the scale (i.e., internal consistency,
testing whether the three core facets of prosocial teasing were reflected in the factor
structure of the scale, etc.). Data from the second and third samples facilitated the fifth
step of scale development (i.e., validation with other samples) which, in addition to
gathering self-report data, involved gathering informant data by contacting participants’
friends and family. This was done to externally assess participants’ teasing styles and the
quality of their relationships since, as previously noted, teasers tend to believe that their
teases are more positively received than experienced by targets. This required the
development and administration of an informant version of the PTQ (i.e., the PTQ-I)
which is discussed in Chapter 2. I predicted that the PTQ would be positively correlated
with the PTQ-I, providing support for the validity of the measure. Samples 2 and 3
focused primarily on collecting data about individual differences and interpersonal
variables to help address the two main research questions of the study: (1) “Which
individual difference variables predict prosocial teasing behaviour?”, and (2) “What are
the potential effects of prosocial teasing on interpersonal relationships?”. Finally, the
sixth step, item evaluation and scale finalization, is discussed in Chapter 3, using data
collected from all three samples. In this final step, my goal was to reduce the original
items down to a 20-item final scale.
As argued previously, prosocial teasing is likely a more male-oriented activity;
thus, I predicted that males, relative to females, would receive higher mean scores on the
PTQ and its informant counterpart, the PTQ-I. This prediction reflects a general interest
in gender differences in the PTQ. While some gender differences are specifically
predicted in the present research, the differences between males and females were tested
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for many other predictions (when appropriate) to determine the extent to which prosocial
teasing is a more male-oriented behaviour.
As previously noted, I predicted that prosocial teasing would be negatively
correlated with social desirability. For the present study, I used two measures of social
desirability, the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MCSD; Crowne &
Marlowe, 1960) and the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR; Paulhus,
1984, 1988). The BIDR has two subscales, Impression Management (IM) and SelfDeceptive Enhancement (SDE). The MSCD and IM subscale both measure deliberate
presentations of a favourable self-image to others whereas the SDE subscale measures
more subtle attempts to present or maintain favourable self-image to oneself. Since
prosocial teasing involves social risk and may potentially hurt others if poorly
communicated, I expected a negative relationship between the PTQ and the MCSD and
IM. However, I did not expect any relationship between the PTQ and SDE.
As noted by Spector (1992) and DeVellis (1991), the development of a self-report
measure necessarily involves establishing convergent and divergent validity. It was
important to ensure that the PTQ yielded positive associations with a number of other
humour-related measures and yielded negative associations with constructs that are
conceptually inversely related. As noted earlier, prosocial teasing could be
conceptualized as possessing aspects of both affiliative and aggressive humour styles;
thus I predicted that prosocial teasing would be positively correlated with both affiliative
and aggressive humour. As discussed previously in the context of reversal theory,
humour-oriented individuals are also paratelic-dominant and show a preference to seek
out novelty, amusement and other pleasurable activities. I therefore expected positive
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correlations between the PTQ and other paratelic-dominant variables including sarcasm
and playfulness and negative correlations with telic-dominance and seriousness.
Finally, I expected that the PTQ would correlate with two broad personality
dimensions: agreeableness and extraversion. Previous research has shown that aggressive
humour styles are negatively correlated with agreeableness (Martin et al., 2003). Since
prosocial teasing contains aggressive elements I similarly expected that the PTQ would
be negatively correlated with agreeableness. In addition, a number of other humourrelated measures have demonstrated positive associations with extraversion (c.f., Martin,
1996; Martin et al., 2003; Ruch & Köhler, 1998). Given that prosocial teasing occurs in
an interpersonal context and extraverted individuals show a preference for stimulating
social interactions (Costa & McCrae, 1992), I predicted that the PTQ would be positively
correlated with extraversion.
Associations with other Trait Variables
The present research focused on examining which individual difference variables
are likely to predict prosocial teasing behaviour. The following sections discuss different
clusters of individual difference variables in order to address one of the main research
questions: what types of individuals engage in prosocial teasing? The results of these
predictions are presented and discussed in Chapter 4.
The Dark Triad of personality. The Dark Triad of personality (Paulhus &
Williams, 2002) refers to a collection of subclinical and socially aversive traits which
include narcissism (i.e., inflated sense of self-worth), psychopathy (i.e., thrill-seeking and
low empathy), and Machiavellianism (i.e., cold and manipulative). Positive associations
have been found between narcissism and affiliative humour and between psychopathy
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and aggressive humour (Veselka, Schermer, Martin, & Vernon, 2010). These associations
may be attributable to the fact that narcissistic individuals may use affiliative humour
because it helps to increase their sense of personal attractiveness and popularity whereas
sub-clinical psychopathic individuals may use aggressive humour because it tends to be
expressed impulsively and involves the disparagement and manipulation of others.
Moreover, psychopathy is often characterized by risk-taking and sensation-seeking which
is consistent with more paratelically-oriented individuals who tend to seek out humorous
activities.
My interest in the Dark Triad of personality is primarily focused on narcissism
and the tendency for sub-clinical psychopathic individuals to engage in interpersonally
manipulative behaviours (i.e., and not general psychopathy or Machiavellianism). Since
prosocial teasing contains elements of both affiliative (i.e., fun and enjoyment) and
aggressive humour (i.e., provocation), I predicted positive correlations between prosocial
teasing and narcissism, interpersonal manipulation, risk-taking and sensation seeking.
Social dominance and the pursuit of social status among men. Because
prosocial teasing involves playful aggression, I have argued that it is likely a more maleoriented behaviour. Prosocial teasing may be associated with a number of other
traditionally masculine traits. Research investigating humour as a social strategy suggests
that humorous communication can be used to enforce or violate social norms and
indirectly exert control over the behaviour of others (Dews et al., 1995; Kane, Suls, &
Tedeschi, 1977) and reinforce social status in group hierarchies (Coser, 1960; Keltner et
al., 1998; Spradley & Mann, 1975). Thus, while prosocial teasing may help males express
affection in an indirect way, it may also act as a form of competitive play in which males
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demonstrate superiority and dominance or assert or enforce social status over other
males. Therefore, I predicted that, among males, prosocial teasing would be positively
correlated with social dominance and the pursuit of social status.
Emotional ambivalence, indirect communication, and masculinity.
Difficulty in expressing emotions is associated with a number of negative outcomes: fear
of intimacy, lower positive affect, and overall psychological distress (Hayes & Mahalik,
2000). These effects are particularly maladaptive for hyper-masculine males who want to
show emotion but fear the consequences of such self-expression (Mongrain & Vettese,
2003). Thus, prosocial teasing may be an effective communication strategy for
emotionally ambivalent individuals because it allows them to express how they feel in
safe and indirect ways. Thus, I expected two interactions: (1) among individuals who
report higher levels of emotional ambivalence, I expected a stronger positive association
between indirect communication and prosocial teasing, and (2) among males with higher
levels of emotional ambivalence, masculine role conformity was expected to be more
strongly positively associated with prosocial teasing.
Homophobia and emotional expressiveness. Some researchers suggest that
homophobia and an aversion to vulnerability are powerful barriers to intimacy,
particularly among men (Seidler, 1992; Tognoli, 1980). In fact, homophobic men,
relative to others, are less likely to self-disclose and experience social intimacy with other
men (Monroe, Baker, & Roll, 1997). Homophobia may similarly act as a barrier for
women. Homophobic individuals may fear being labelled “gay” or “lesbian” if they were
to verbally express affection to others of the same gender. For such people, prosocial
teasing may be of particular interest because it allows them to express intimacy in an
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ambiguous way that helps to protect them from feared homosexual interpretations (i.e.,
allowing them to save face). Thus, I expected that, among individuals with higher levels
of homophobia, there would be a stronger positive association between prosocial teasing
and the expression of positive emotion and intimate feelings.
Prosocial teasers and conflict resolution. While prosocial teasing represents an
indirect way of communicating, it may be conceived as an avoidant strategy: teasers
never directly address the subject of concern nor do they make their intentions explicitly
clear. Previous research has shown that general humour use is positively associated with
an avoidant style of conflict-resolution (Smith, Harrington, & Neck, 2000). Given this
avoidant tendency, prosocial teasers may avoid talking directly about potential sources of
conflict or use teasing to lessen the seriousness of an argument. Thus, I predicted a
positive relationship between prosocial teasing and an avoidant (i.e., non-confrontational)
style of conflict resolution.
Psychological well-being. While affiliative humour is positively associated with
psychological well-being, aggressive humour is largely unrelated (Kuiper, Grimshaw,
Leite, & Kirsh, 2004; Martin et al., 2003). Since prosocial teasing can be conceptualized
as a composite of the two, I predicted that it would be positively correlated with measures
of psychological well-being (e.g., self-esteem) and negatively correlated with measures
of psychopathology (e.g., depression, anxiety). I expected the magnitude of these
correlations to be weak since aggressive humour is unrelated to psychological well-being.
Rejection-sensitive individuals tend to negatively interpret ambiguous social
situations (Levy, Ayduk, & Downey, 2001). Since prosocial teasing is inherently
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ambiguous, such people likely avoid or are unreceptive to prosocial teasing. I therefore
predicted that prosocial teasing would be negatively related to rejection sensitivity.
Associations with Interpersonal Relationship Variables
Prosocial teasing can potentially enhance or hinder relationships depending on
how effectively teases are conveyed or interpreted. Given the complexity of prosocial
teasing and its many possible outcomes, there is likely no simple relationship between
prosocial teasing and the quality of one’s relationships. The relationship is likely
moderated by additional variables. In order to address this, in the following sections I
propose several interpersonal variables that are expected to interact with prosocial teasing
to predict relationship quality. These predictions help to answer one of the main research
questions: is prosocial teasing associated with positive or negative relationship outcomes?
The results of these predictions are presented and discussed in Chapter 5.
Interpersonal intimacy. While the relationship between prosocial teasing and the
quality of one’s relationships likely depends on moderator effects, I was nonetheless
interested in examining the simple correlations between prosocial teasing and aspects of
interpersonal intimacy (i.e., trust, genuineness, comfort among friends, etc.). As noted
previously, the provocation inherent in prosocial teasing likely makes it a more adaptive
behaviour for males; thus, I predicted that the correlations between prosocial teasing and
facets of interpersonal intimacy would be more positive for males than for females.
Relationship quality and satisfaction. As previously stated, teasers tend to
interpret their teases more positively than do targets (Kruger et al., 2006); thus, the
present research sought to account for potential differences between both perspectives.
Relationship and teasing data were collected from both teasers (i.e., participants) and
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targets (i.e., family and friends, also called “informants”) to determine whether the
perceptions about the quality or satisfaction of their relationships differed. I predicted that
increases in informant-observed prosocial teasing would be negatively correlated with
informant relationship satisfaction. However, since the research by Kruger et al. (1)
involved general teasing use and (2) prosocial teasing is more positively-intended, I
expected the magnitude of this relationship to be weak.
Given the ambiguous and provocative nature of prosocial teases, they are likely
well-received by targets only under certain interpersonal conditions. Thus, there are a
number of interpersonal variables which may moderate the relationship between
prosocial teasing and relationship quality. One would expect that prosocial teases
enhance relationships when delivered by those with good interpersonal skills (e.g., ability
to gauge whether the existing relationship is sufficiently positive and close), sufficient
emotional skills (e.g., possessing empathy and perspective-taking abilities) and more
positive humour styles (i.e., more affiliative and less aggressive). The following sections
discuss such interpersonal characteristics and present predictions regarding their potential
interactions with prosocial teasing and relationship quality.
Interpersonal competence and social self-esteem. Social skills help individuals
interact in tactful and mutually beneficial ways (Reis, Collins, & Berscheid, 2000). Not
surprisingly, interpersonal competency has been shown to be positively associated with
well-being, popularity and greater relationship satisfaction (Buhrmester, Furman,
Wittenberg, & Reis, 1988). Similarly, individuals with high social self-esteem (i.e., those
with feelings of self-worth and competence in social situations), relative to others,
approach social situations with confidence and are able to effectively communicate with
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others (Helmreich, Stapp, & Ervin, 1974). As a result, one would expect that prosocial
teasers with greater interpersonal competence and social self-esteem would be more
likely to use prosocial teasing in appropriate relationships (i.e., close, familiar, etc.) and
more likely to use adequate meta-signals to convey their positive intent. Thus, I predicted
that, among individuals with higher interpersonal competence and social self-esteem,
prosocial teasing would be more strongly positively associated with relationship quality.
Emotional intelligence and attachment orientation. I also hypothesized that
prosocial teasing could potentially enhance relationships when delivered by those who
are (1) emotionally intelligent, and (2) emotionally secure. Emotional intelligence (EI)
has been defined as the ability to use, understand, and manage emotions, and is an
important foundation for building good relationships (Salovey & Grewal, 2005). Mayer,
Salovey and Caruso (2004) argue that individuals high in EI, relative to others, are more
socially competent, better at maintaining close relationships, and experience greater
interpersonal satisfaction. Some empirical evidence supports these claims (Kafetsios,
2004; Schutte et al., 2001). Thus, the ability to understand and regulate one’s own and
others’ emotions is an important contributor to having good interpersonal relationships.
The ways in which we manage comfort and closeness in relationships depend, in
part, on one’s attachment orientation (Shaver, Collins, & Clark, 1996). Securely attached
individuals tend to hold positive views about themselves and others and are comfortable
with closeness in relationships. Anxious/ambivalent individuals tend to adopt more
negative self-views and tend to be preoccupied with attachment, often seeking
excessively high levels of intimacy and approval from others. Avoidant individuals tend
to have more negative views of others and avoid attachment, often suppressing their
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emotions and seeking less intimacy with others (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). A number of
studies support the notion that secure attachment is interpersonally adaptive and
associated with better quality relationships (Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991; Ognibene &
Collins, 1998; Pistole, 1989; Simpson, Rholes, & Phillips, 1996; Wallace & Vaux, 1993).
Taken together, the greater interpersonal competencies among those with high EI
and secure attachment orientation (or low attachment avoidance/anxiety) likely help
prosocial teasers convey their teases in more sensitive and effective ways. Thus, I
predicted that among individuals with higher emotional intelligence and lower attachment
avoidance or attachment anxiety, prosocial teasing would be more strongly positively
associated with relationship quality.
Perspective-taking and empathic concern. Empathy involves having (1) the
ability to discriminate and label affective states of others, (2) the ability to assume others’
perspectives and roles, and (3) emotional capacity and responsiveness (Feshbach &
Feshbach, 1982). Because empathic individuals, relative to others, are more attuned to the
thoughts and feelings of others, they are readily able to anticipate (1) when to tease (e.g.,
not in front of an audience), (2) how to tease (i.e., using ample meta-signals), and (3)
which individuals would be most receptive (e.g., teasing a close friend). Given that
empathic prosocial teasers would likely have greater success in communicating positive
relational messages effectively, I predicted that among individuals with higher
perspective-taking abilities and empathic concern, prosocial teasing would be more
strongly positively associated with relationship quality.
Affiliative and aggressive humour styles. As previously noted, prosocial teasing
could be conceptualized as a combination of affiliative and aggressive humour since it
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involves elements of both. Whereas affiliative humour is positively associated with the
ability to initiate relationships, manage conflict, and self-disclose with others (Cann,
Norman, Welbourne, & Calhoun, 2008; Kuiper et al., 2004; Yip & Martin, 2006),
aggressive humour is more detrimental and negatively associated with the ability to
effectively manage conflict and provide emotional support (Kuiper et al., 2004; Yip &
Martin, 2006). One would expect that prosocial teasing is more effectively conveyed by
those whose general humour style is more affiliative and less aggressive. Thus, I
predicted that among individuals with higher levels of affiliative humour and lower levels
of aggressive humour, prosocial teasing would be more strongly positively associated
with relationship quality.
Summary of predictions
Predictions for the present research are summarized below in terms of (1) scale
development, (2) associations with other trait variables, and (3) interpersonal variables,
the results of which are presented and discussed in Chapters 3, 4 and 5, respectively.
Predictions related to scale development.
(1) Mean scores on the PTQ and PTQ-I would be higher for males than females.
(2) Self- and informant reports of prosocial teasing would be positively correlated.
(3) Prosocial teasing would be negatively correlated with social desirability.
(4) Prosocial teasing would be positively correlated with both affiliative and aggressive
humour styles.
(5) Prosocial teasing would be positively correlated with extraversion and negatively
correlated with agreeableness.
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(6) Prosocial teasing would be positively correlated with sarcasm and playfulness and
negatively correlated with telic-dominance and seriousness.
Predictions related to associations with other trait variables.
(1) Prosocial teasing would be positively associated with narcissism, interpersonal
manipulation, risk-taking, and sensation-seeking.
(2) Among males, prosocial teasing would be positively associated with social
dominance and pursuit of social status.
(3) Among highly emotionally ambivalent individuals, I expected a stronger positive
association between conversational indirectness and prosocial teasing.
(4) Among highly emotionally ambivalent males, masculine role conformity was
expected to be more strongly positively associated with prosocial teasing.
(5) Among homophobic individuals, there would be a stronger positive relationship
between the expression of positive emotion or intimacy and prosocial teasing.
(6) Prosocial teasing would be positively associated with a non-confrontational style of
managing interpersonal conflict.
(7) Prosocial teasing would be positively associated with self-esteem and positive
emotion and negatively associated with negative emotion and measures of
psychopathology (e.g., depression, anxiety).
(8) Prosocial teasing would be negatively associated with rejection sensitivity.
Predictions related to interpersonal relationships.
(1) The correlations between prosocial teasing and self-reported relationship quality and
interpersonal intimacy would be more strongly positive for males than for females.
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(2) Informant reports of prosocial teasing would be negatively correlated with informant
relationship satisfaction.
(3) It was expected that there would be a stronger positive correlation between prosocial
teasing and self-reported relationship quality among individuals who:
a. have higher interpersonal competence and social self-esteem.
b. have higher emotional intelligence and lower attachment avoidance or
attachment anxiety.
c. have higher perspective-taking abilities and empathic concern.
d. use more affiliative humour and less aggressive humour.
Now that a conceptual framework has been presented on prosocial teasing and
relevant empirical predictions have been stated, the next section, Chapter 2, will present
the methodology of the present research. The remaining chapters follow the organization
of the predictions presented above. Chapter 3 presents results pertaining to scale
construction and the development of the PTQ. Chapter 4 presents data regarding which
individual difference variables predict prosocial teasing. Chapter 5 presents findings
concerning interpersonal variables that were expected to interact with prosocial teasing to
predict relationship quality. Finally, Chapter 6, discusses the implications of the present
research as a whole and examines to what extent the data support the current model of
prosocial teasing and whether potential modifications to the model should be considered.
This final chapter will also review limitations of the present research and propose
potential future research directions.
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Chapter 2 – Methodology
Participants
Three samples of subjects participated, all of which consisted of undergraduate
students enrolled in introductory psychology courses at the University of Western
Ontario. Sample 1 consisted of 92 male and 146 female participants (n = 238), Sample 2
consisted of 124 male and 126 female participants (n = 250), and Sample 3 consisted of
127 male and 120 female participants (n = 247). The combined samples consisted of 343
male and 392 female participants (n = 735). Participants had a mean age of 18.57 years
(SD = 2.04), with a range from 17 to 49 years.
Informants
In Samples 2 and 3, participants were asked to provide the email addresses of
family members and friends who were subsequently invited to complete a brief online
questionnaire asking them to rate the participant on prosocial teasing and relationship
variables. Participants in these two samples provided a total of 1225 informant email
addresses (M = 2.46, SD = 1.68). The number of email addresses provided by each
participant ranged from 0 to 7, with 412 of the 497 participants (82.9%) providing at least
one email address. Of the 1225 individuals invited to complete the online informant
questionnaire, 484 (39.5%) responded. In total, 283 (122 male, 161 female) of the 497
participants (57.0%) received at least one informant response. In cases where more than
one informant provided data for a given participant, mean ratings were computed across
the informants for that participant, and these means were used in subsequent analyses. A
summary of the types of relationships between informants and participants is presented in
Table 1.
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Table 1
Number of informants having each type of relationship with the participants, for those
informants who participated in Sample 2 or 3 (n = 484)
Informant Relationship Type

Frequency

Percent

203

42.0

33

6.8

Parent

178

36.8

Sibling

59

12.2

Other Relative

11

2.3

484

100.0

Friend
Romantic Partner

Total
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Procedure
Participants in each of the three samples were recruited through the use of posters
on the Psychology Research Participation Pool website. Participants in each sample
attended group testing sessions to complete a series of paper-and-pencil questionnaires
and received course credit for their participation. The duration of each testing session was
1 hour for Samples 1 and 3 and 1.5 hours for Sample 2. An average of 2.59 participants
(SD = 3.78; range 1-23) attended each testing session. A different set of questionnaires
was used for each of the three samples (see Appendix A for a list of questionnaires
administered in each sample). Within each sample, the questionnaires were presented in
randomized order to protect against order bias. There were no exclusionary criteria for
participation. For Samples 2 and 3, participants were also asked to provide the email
addresses of family, friends and romantic partners (i.e., “informants”) who were
subsequently invited to complete a brief online questionnaire. The online questionnaire
asked informants about the quality of their relationship with the participant and asked
them to rate the participant’s prosocial teasing style.
Materials
Measures of humour-related variables
Participant humour measures.
Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire (PTQ, see Appendix B). The development of the
PTQ is one of the primary goals of the present study. The scale development procedures
will be described in greater detail in Chapter 3. The PTQ measures the extent to which
individuals tease others in friendly ways. Items were generated based on the premise that
individuals engage in prosocial teasing in order to enhance and maintain their
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relationships through the indirect expression of positive messages (e.g., liking, affection
and acceptance) and because its use of playful provocation is fun and enjoyable (i.e., it
produces positive emotions and shared laughter). Respondents express their agreement
with statements describing their prosocial teasing behaviour on a 5-point Likert scale
with response options ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” Higher
scores indicate higher levels of prosocial teasing behaviour. The participants in all three
samples were administered the original 30-item version of the scale (see Appendix C for
the original version of the PTQ). Further scale refinement (described in Chapter 3)
resulted in a final 20-item scale, which was used in subsequent analyses.
Humour Styles Questionnaire (HSQ; Martin et al., 2003). The HSQ distinguishes
between four styles of humour: Affiliative Humour (i.e., joking around with others, saying
witty things, telling amusing stories, laughing with others, and amusing others), Selfenhancing Humour (i.e., using humour to foster perspective-taking, maintaining a
humorous outlook on life, and using humour for emotion regulation and coping),
Aggressive Humour (i.e., sarcasm, teasing, using humour to criticize or manipulate
others, and compulsive expressions of humour without regard for the effects on others),
and Self-defeating Humour (i.e., using humour in an excessively self-disparaging and
ingratiating way, allowing oneself to be the butt of others’ jokes, and using humour as a
form of defensive denial to hide underlying negative feelings). Respondents express their
agreement with 32 statements that tap these particular styles. Seven response options
range from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. Responses are summed for each
subscale. Sample items include “I laugh and joke a lot with my friends” (Affiliative
Humour), “If I am feeling depressed, I can usually cheer myself up with humour” (Self-
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enhancing Humour), “If I don’t like someone, I often use humour or teasing to put them
down” (Aggressive Humour), and “I often go overboard in putting myself down when I
am making jokes or trying to be funny” (Self-defeating Humour). The authors note that
Affiliative and Self-Enhancing Humour are positively correlated with measures of
psychological health, well-being, and relationship quality, whereas Self-defeating
Humour is negatively correlated to well-being. Aggressive Humour, while generally
unrelated to psychological well-being, tends to be negatively associated with measures of
relationship quality. The authors also report that the HSQ has good internal consistency,
test-retest reliability, and construct validity. The HSQ was administered to all three
samples. Across the three samples, Cronbach’s alphas were satisfactory with .81 for
Affiliative Humour, .82 for Self-enhancing Humour, .67 for Aggressive Humour and .79
for Self-defeating Humour.
State Trait Cheerfulness Inventory, Trait Version 30-Item (STCI-30; Ruch &
Köhler, 1999). This measure provides scores for three subscales: Cheerfulness (e.g., “I
am often in a joyous mood”), Seriousness (e.g., “I prefer people who communicate with
deliberation and objectivity”), and Bad Mood (e.g., “I am a rather sad person”).
Respondents express their agreement with 30 statements reflecting these subscales on a
4-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. Although the
STCI is not considered a measure of sense of humour per se, it assesses emotion-related
traits that are seen as forming the temperamental basis of sense of humour (Ruch &
Köhler, 1998). The authors of the scale report good reliability and validity. This measure
was administered to Sample 2. Cronbach’s alphas in this sample were .88 for
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Cheerfulness, .60 for Seriousness and .83 for Bad Mood. This measure was primarily
chosen to measure seriousness for which the reliability was marginal for this sample.
Adult Playfulness Scale (APS; Glynn & Webster, 1992). The APS is a semantic
differential scale that measures adult playfulness. Respondents are presented with 32
pairs of antonyms related to playfulness (e.g., frivolous vs. productive, spontaneous vs.
disciplined, etc.). Using a 7-point bipolar scale, respondents are asked to rate which word
is more characteristic of their personality. A total score is calculated with high scores
indicating a high orientation toward playfulness. The authors report good reliability and
validity. The APS was administered to Sample 2. Cronbach’s alpha in this sample was
.87.
Sarcasm Self-Report Survey (SSS; Ivanko, Pexman, & Olineck, 2004). The SSS is
a 15-item survey that measures the extent to which an individual typically uses sarcasm.
Respondents are asked to rate their general use of sarcasm (e.g., “How sarcastic would
your friends say you are?”) and their likelihood of making sarcastic remarks in certain
situations (e.g., locking your keys in your car). Responses are based on a 7-point Likert
scale ranging from “not at all likely” to “extremely likely”. The authors report good
reliability and validity. This measure was administered to Sample 2. Cronbach’s alpha for
the sample was .77.
Telic Dominance Scale (TDS; Murgatroyd, Rushton, Apter, & Ray, 1978). This
42-item scale was designed to measure an individual’s tendency to be predominantly in
the telic (serious) or paratelic (playful) state. Scale items require respondents to select
between two alternative statements (one telic, one paratelic) or a “not sure” response. The
TDS has three subscales with 14 items each: Serious Mindedness (the extent that an
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individual concentrates on personally meaningful goals rather than on trivial, unimportant
goals, e.g., “going to formal evening meetings”); Arousal Avoidance (preference for
situations which involve low levels of arousal, e.g., “staying in one job”); Planning
Orientation (pleasure in organizing and anticipating goals rather than the desire for more
immediate sensations, e.g., “investing money in a long-term insurance/pension scheme”).
Each scale is scored in the telic direction with high scores indicating greater telic (or
lower paratelic) dominance. A total Telic Dominance score is computed by summing the
three subscales. The TDS was administered to Sample 1. In past research, this measure
has demonstrated good internal consistency (Murgatroyd, 1985). In the present study, the
Cronbach’s alpha for the total TDS scale was .64. Due to low reliabilities for the separate
subscales, only the total score was used in the subsequent analyses.
Informant humour measures.
Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire – Informant (PTQ-I; see Appendix D). This
measure is a modified version of the PTQ in which informants answer items about the
participant’s use of prosocial teasing. After PTQ data from the first sample were
collected, this scale was created by adapting ten items of the PTQ with the highest itemtotal correlations. These ten items were re-written from an informant perspective to
measure the extent to which the use of prosocial teasing by participants was observed by
others (e.g., “He often pokes fun at his friends in order to show how close they are”). The
PTQ-I was used in Samples 2 and 3. Cronbach’s alpha for the PTQ-I was .91. The
agreement between informant ratings on the PTQ-I was investigated by examining the
correlations between two informants’ ratings in cases where participants had at least two
informants (i.e., correlating one informant’s rating with the others’). This correlation was
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.31 (n = 131, p < .0001); while significant, the magnitude of the relationship was
relatively low. Thus, informants perceive somewhat similar degree of prosocial teasing
use with the same participant.
Measures of Social Desirability
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale – Short Version (MCSD; Crowne &
Marlowe, 1960). The MCSD is a 33-item measure that assesses one’s tendency to
respond to test items in a socially desirable manner (e.g., “I like to gossip at times”, “I
sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way”). Higher scores indicate greater social
desirability concerns. This measure was administered to Sample 1. Cronbach’s alpha for
MCSD was .73.
Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR; Paulhus, 1984, 1988). The
BIDR is a 40-item measure of social desirability comprising two subscales: Selfdeceptive Enhancement (SDE), which is the tendency to give honest but unconscious and
positively biased self-reports (e.g., “I always know why I like things”), and Impression
Management (IM), which is a deliberate and habitual presentation of a favourable public
self-image (e.g., “I never cover up my mistakes”). Respondents rate self-descriptive
statements on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from “not true” to “very true”. Only extreme
responses are scored (either a 6 or 7, after reverse scoring) due to the reasoning that
social desirability represents an exaggeration of one’s self-presentation. The reliability
and validity of this measure has been demonstrated in a number of studies (refer to
Paulhus, 1991). This measure was administered to Sample 3. Cronbach’s alphas for the
BIDR were .61 for SDE and .73 for IM. The reliability for SDE was marginal for this
sample so its related results should be interpreted with caution.
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Measures of Personality and Individual Differences
NEO Five Factor Inventory – 60 Item (NEO-FFI-60; Costa & McCrae, 1992).
This 60-item inventory is a shorter version of the 240-item inventory which measures the
personality dimensions of the well-known Five Factor Model of personality: Neuroticism,
Extraversion, Openness to Experience, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness.
Respondents express their agreement with items that tap these dimensions on a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. The authors report
good reliability and validity. This measure was administered to Sample 3. Cronbach’s
alphas for the NEO-FFI-60 were .84 for Neuroticism, .76 for Extraversion, .66 for
Openness to Experience, .76 for Agreeableness, and .82 for Conscientiousness.
Conformity to Masculine Norms Inventory (CMNI; Mahalik et al., 2003). The
CNMI is a 94-item measure that assesses the extent to which respondents conform to the
traditional masculine norm. The CMNI conceptualizes the masculine norm with respect
to the following 11 factors: Winning, Emotional Control, Risk-taking, Violence,
Dominance, Playboy (i.e., multiple sexual partners), Self-reliance, Primacy of Work,
Power over Women, Pursuit of Status, and Disdain for Homosexuality. The CMNI uses a
4-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” with higher
scores indicating high conformity to the masculine norm. The authors report that the
CMNI positively correlates with other measures of masculinity, social dominance,
aggression, the desire to be more muscular, and negatively correlates with attitudes
toward psychological help seeking and social desirability. The authors also report good
reliability and internal consistency. For the present research, both male and female
participants completed the CMNI. The CMNI was selected to assess overall masculine
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role conformity (total score) as well as risk-taking, social dominance, pursuit of social
status and homophobia (i.e., disdain for homosexuality); thus, only the subscales relevant
to the main research questions outlined in the first chapter were used in the subsequent
analyses. The measure was administered to Sample 2. Cronbach’s alphas for the CMNI
were .87 for Risk-taking, .76 for Dominance, .69 for Pursuit of Status and .89 for Disdain
for Homosexuality, as well as .92 for the total score.
Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; Raskin & Hall, 1979). The NPI is a
widely-used 40-item forced choice measure of narcissism. The authors defined their
conceptualization of narcissism based on the third edition of the Diagnostic and
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-III; American Psychiatric Association,
1980) criteria for the Narcissistic Personality Disorder. As such, narcissism encompasses
a grandiose sense of self-importance and uniqueness, exhibitionism, entitlement,
interpersonal exploitativeness, and preoccupations with fantasies such as unlimited
success, power, beauty or ideal love. Respondents must endorse either a narcissistic or
non-narcissistic response. A sample item is “I am an extraordinary person” (narcissistic)
versus “I am much like everybody else” (non-narcissistic). Items endorsed as narcissistic
are scored as 1 whereas non-narcissistic items are scored as 0. A total score for the scale
is calculated by summing all items with higher scores indicating greater narcissism. The
scale has been shown to have good reliability and validity (Raskin & Terry, 1988).
Following the recommendations of Corry, Merritt, Mrug and Pamp (2008), the suggested
two factor model (Leadership/Authority and Exhibition/Entitlement) was used in the
present analyses, instead of the original four subscales, because it has been shown to be a
more parsimonious fit for NPI data and produces more internally consistent scales. Items
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on the Leadership/Authority subscale involve power, leadership and influence (e.g., “I
have a strong will to power”, “I have a natural talent for influencing people”) whereas
items on the Exhibition/Entitlement subscale involve grandiose self-worth and attentionseeking (e.g., “I know that I am good because everybody keeps telling me so”, “I will
usually show off if I get the chance”). This measure was used in Sample 3. Cronbach’s
alphas were satisfactory for the NPI with .72 for Leadership/Authority, .70 for
Exhibition/Entitlement and .81 for the total score.
Self-Report Psychopathy Scale - Version III (SRP-III, Paulhus, Hemphill, & Hare,
in press). This 60-item scale is designed to measure sub-clinical psychopathic
characteristics in normal populations. The authors define sub-clinical psychopathy as a
personality construct which combines impulsive thrill-seeking with callous affect
(Williams & Paulhus, 2004). The SRP-III has four factors: Interpersonal Manipulation
(e.g., “I purposely flatter people to get them on my side”), Callous Affect (e.g., “People
cry way too much at funerals”), Erratic/Impulsive Lifestyle (e.g., “I’ve often done
something dangerous just for the thrill of it”) and Antisocial Behaviour (e.g., “I have
tricked someone into giving me money”). The authors report good reliability and validity.
This measure was primarily chosen to assess interpersonal manipulation in relation to the
PTQ, although the other subscales were examined for exploratory purposes. This scale
was administered to Sample 3. Cronbach’s alphas for the SRP-III were .83 for
Interpersonal Manipulation, .76 for Callous Affect, .79 for Erratic/Impulsive Lifestyle,
.73 for Antisocial Behaviour, and .91 for the total score.
Brief Sensation Seeking Scale (BSSS; Stephenson, Hoyle, Palmgreen, & Slater,
2003). The BSSS is an 8-item measure designed for adolescents and young adults which
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assesses one’s tendency to be uninhibited and to seek out novel and exciting situations.
Scores on the BSSS have been shown to be positively associated with sensation seeking
behaviours such as drug use and negatively associated with law abidance. Sample items
include “I prefer friends who are excitingly unpredictable”, “I like wild parties” and “I
get restless when I spend too much time at home”. The BSSS uses a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”, with higher scores indicating
greater sensation seeking. The BSSS has demonstrated good internal consistency and
test-retest reliability (Hoyle, Stephenson, Palmgreen, Lorch, & Donohew, 2002). This
scale was administered to Sample 1. Cronbach’s alpha for the BSSS was .78.
Conversational Indirectness Scale (CIS; Holtgraves, 1997). The CIS is a 19-item
measure which assesses an individual’s tendency to engage in indirect conversation. It
contains two subscales: Production of indirect speech (e.g., “My remarks often have
more than one meaning”) and Interpretation of indirect speech (e.g., “I try to uncover
people’s motivations by what they say”). The CIS uses a 7-point Likert scale ranging
from “completely disagree” to “completely agree”. Holtgraves found moderate positive
correlations between production and interpretation, suggesting that those who speak
indirectly also tend to try to uncover the hidden meanings of others during conversations.
The authors also found that production scores negatively correlate with assertiveness
whereas interpretation scores positively correlate with the need for cognition (i.e., the
tendency to engage in and enjoy effortful cognitive activities). The CIS has demonstrated
good internal consistency and test-retest reliability (Holtgraves, 1997; Kazuya & MinSun, 2004). For this study, a total conversational indirectness score was also computed by
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summing all items. This scale was administered to Sample 2. Cronbach’s alphas for the
CIS were .87 for Production, .82 for Interpretation and .88 for the total score.
Emotional Expressiveness Questionnaire (EEQ; King & Emmons, 1990). This
16-item scale measures the extent to which individuals are likely to express their
emotions verbally (e.g., direct comments) and non-verbally (e.g., facial expressions). The
scale consists of three factors: Positive Emotion, which involves expressing liking,
laughter or affection (e.g., “I often laugh so hard that my eyes water or my sides ache”);
Expression of Intimacy, which involves expressing relational concerns such as love,
gratitude or apologies (e.g., “I often tell people that I love them”); and Negative Emotion,
which involves expressing anger and disappointment (e.g., “If someone makes me angry
in a public place, I will ‘cause a scene’”). Items on the EEQ are rated on a 7-point Likert
scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” with high scores indicating
higher emotional expressiveness. The authors also report good reliability and validity.
This scale was administered to Sample 2. Cronbach’s alphas for the EEQ were marginal
with .68 for Positive Emotion, .56 for Expression of Intimacy, .57 for Negative Emotion,
and .72 for the total score (overall emotional expressiveness). Given the lower
reliabilities for this measure, its related results should be interpreted with caution.
Ambivalence over Emotional Expressiveness Questionnaire (AEQ; King &
Emmons, 1990, 1991). This 28-item scale measures emotional ambivalence. Items
pertain to difficulty in expressing emotions to others (e.g., “Often I’d like to show others
how I feel, but something seems to be holding me back”) or expressing emotions and
regretting it later (e.g., “After I express anger at someone it bothers me for a long time.”).
The AEQ contains two factors: ambivalence over expressing Positive Emotions and
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ambivalence over expressing Negative Emotions. Items are expressed on a 5-point Likert
scale from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. The authors report good reliability
and validity. This measure was administered to Sample 2. Cronbach’s alphas for the AEQ
were .83 for Positive Emotions, .71 for Negative Emotions and .88 for the total score.
Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen,
1988). The PANAS consists of two 10-item mood scales and was developed to provide
brief measures of Positive Emotion and Negative Emotion. Respondents rate the extent to
which they have experienced particular emotions (e.g., “excited” for Positive Emotion,
“afraid” for Negative Emotion) on a 5-item Likert scale ranging from “not at all” to
“extremely”. Responses are summed for each subscale. In the present research,
participants were asked to rate their affect over the last year to assess for general affect
levels (i.e., as opposed to state affect). The authors report good internal consistency and
test-retest reliability. This measure was administered to Samples 2 and 3. Cronbach’s
alphas for the combined samples were .82 for Positive Emotion and .85 for Negative
Emotion.
Measures of Interpersonal Variables
Interpersonal Competence Questionnaire (ICQ; Buhrmester et al., 1988). This
questionnaire assesses 5 domains of interpersonal competence: Initiating Relationships;
Self-disclosure (i.e., disclosing personal information); Negative Assertion (i.e. asserting
displeasure with others); Emotional Support (i.e., providing emotional support and
advice); and Conflict Management (i.e., managing interpersonal conflict). The ICQ
consists of 40 items rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “I’m poor at this; I’d
feel so uncomfortable and unable to handle this situation; I’d avoid it if possible” to “I’m
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extremely good at this; I’d feel very comfortable and could handle this situation very
well”. The authors report good internal consistencies and test-retest reliabilities for each
of the five scales. This scale was administered to Sample 2. Cronbach’s alphas for the
ICQ were .87 for Initiating Relationships, .78 for Self-disclosure, .83 for Negative
Assertion, .84 for Emotional Support, .76 for Conflict Management, and .91 for the total
score (overall interpersonal competence).
Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI; Davis, 1983). This questionnaire assesses
four aspects of empathy: Empathic Concern (i.e., feelings of sympathy and concern for
unfortunate others), Perspective-taking (i.e., the tendency to spontaneously adopt the
psychological point of view of others), Fantasy (i.e., the tendency to transpose oneself
imaginatively into the feelings and actions of fictitious characters in books, movies and
plays), and Personal Distress (i.e., feelings of personal anxiety and unease during tense
interpersonal settings). It consists of 28 items rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from
“does not describe me well” to “describes me very well”. Only the Empathic Concern
and Perspective-taking scales were of interest in the present research. Sample items for
the two subscales, respectively, are “I often have tender, concerned feelings for people
less fortunate than me” and “I sometimes try to understand my friends better by
imagining how things look from their perspective”. The authors report good internal
consistency and test-retest reliability. This scale was administered to Sample 2.
Cronbach’s alphas for the sample were .73 for Empathic Concern and .74 for
Perspective-taking.
Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire - Short Form (TEIQue-SF; Petrides &
Furnham, 2006). The TEIQue-SF is a 30-item inventory that assesses the global trait of
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emotional intelligence, including the facets of Well-being (i.e., feeling positive, happy
and fulfilled; sample item: “On the whole, I’m pleased with my life”), Self-control (i.e.,
having a healthy degree of control over one’s urges and desires; sample item: “I’m
usually able to find ways to control my emotions when I want to”), Emotionality (i.e., the
ability to perceive and express emotions and use these abilities to develop and sustain
close relationships; sample item: “Expressing my emotions with words is not a problem
to me”) and Sociability (i.e., possessing good listening skills and being able to
communicate clearly and confidently with people from very diverse backgrounds; sample
item: “I can deal with people effectively”). Each item is rated on a 7-point Likert scale.
The TEIQue-SF has demonstrated good reliability, validity and internal consistency
(Petrides & Furnham, 2003). This scale was administered to Sample 2. Cronbach’s alpha
for the TEIQue-SF was .87.
Texas Social Behaviour Inventory – Short Form A (TSBI; Helmreich et al., 1974).
This questionnaire assesses social self-esteem, with scale items measuring social
competence and self-esteem primarily in social situations. It consists of 16 items rated on
a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “not at all characteristic of me” to “very much
characteristic of me”. Sample items include “I would describe myself as self-competent”
and “I cannot seem to get others to notice me” (reverse scored). The authors report good
reliability and validity. The authors also report that the measure has been validated by
demonstrating relationships with interpersonal attraction in laboratory settings. This scale
was administered to Sample 2. Cronbach’s alpha for the TSBI was .86.
Adult Attachment Questionnaire (AAQ; Simpson, Rholes, & Nelligan, 1992;
Simpson et al., 1996). The AAQ is a 17-item measure that assesses thoughts and feelings
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about comfort and closeness in intimate relationships. Items measuring two facets of
adult attachment, Avoidance-Withdrawal (i.e., Attachment Avoidance, having negative
views of others and tending to avoid or withdraw from closeness and intimacy in
relationships) and Anxious-Ambivalence (i.e., Attachment Anxiety, possessing negative
self-views in regard to relationships and being excessively preoccupied with issues of
abandonment, loss and partner’s level of commitment), are rated on a 7-point Likert scale
from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. Sample items include “I don’t like people
getting too close to me” for Attachment Avoidance and “I often worry that my partner(s)
don’t really love me” for Attachment Anxiety. The authors report good reliability and
validity. This scale was administered to Sample 2. Cronbach’s alphas for the AAQ were
.81 for Attachment Avoidance and .80 for Attachment Anxiety.
Organizational Communication Conflict Inventory (OCCI; Putnam & Wilson,
1982). The OCCI is a 30-item questionnaire that measures three different styles of
managing interpersonal conflict. The measure also assesses relevant verbal and nonverbal
behaviours that influence communication behaviour. Respondents are asked to rate how
often they engage in various conflict management behaviours on a 7-point Likert scale
ranging from “never” to “always”. Scores for three conflict management styles are
calculated: Non-Confrontation (e.g., “I downplay the importance of a disagreement”),
Solution-Oriented (e.g., “I will go 50-50 to reach a settlement with my friends”) and
Control-Oriented (e.g., “I assert my opinion forcefully”). The reliability and validity of
the OCCI has been well-established across a number of studies and, although it is often
used in industrial/organizational settings, it has also been used to study conflict styles in
personal relationships (see Wilson & Waltman, 1988, for a review). This scale was
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administered to Sample 3. Cronbach’s alphas for the sample were .85 for NonConfrontation, .83 for Solution-Oriented, and .81 for Control-Oriented.
Measures of Psychological Well-being
Depression Anxiety Stress Scale (DASS; Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995). The
DASS is a 42-item measure that yields three psychometrically distinct subscales
reflective of current (i.e., past-week) symptoms: Depression, Anxiety and Tension/Stress.
Symptoms are rated on a 4-point scale ranging from “did not apply to me at all” to
“applied to me very much or most of the time”. Sample items include “I felt sad and
depressed” for Depression, “I was in a state of nervous tension” for Anxiety, and “I found
it difficult to relax” for Tension/Stress. The DASS scales have been shown to have high
internal consistency and validity (Antony, Bieling, Cox, Enns, & Swinson, 1998; T. A.
Brown, Chorpita, Korotitsch, & Barlow, 1997). This scale was administered to Sample 3.
Cronbach’s alphas for the sample were .91 for Depression, .87 for Anxiety, .91 for
Tension/Stress and .95 for the total score.
Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI; Derogatis, 1975; Derogatis & Melisaratos, 1983).
The BSI is a shortened version of the Symptom Checklist Revised (SCL-90-R), both of
which are broad measures of psychopathology. Respondents completing the BSI rate the
severity of 53 symptoms (e.g., “feeling blue”, “feeling inferior to others”) on a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from “not at all” to “extremely”. The BSI yields scores for 9
symptom dimensions: Somatisation, Obsession-Compulsion, Interpersonal Sensitivity,
Depression, Anxiety, Hostility, Phobic Anxiety, Paranoid Ideation and Psychoticism.
Higher scores on the subscales indicate higher psychopathology. The BSI also yields a
Global Severity Index (GSI) which is an indicator of psychological adjustment with lower
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scores indicating better psychological adjustment. The reliability and validity of this
measure have been well-established across a large number of studies (see Derogatis,
1993). This scale was administered to Sample 3. Cronbach’s alphas for the BSI were .84
for Somatisation, .80 for Obsession-Compulsion, .83 for Interpersonal Sensitivity, .85 for
Depression, .81 for Anxiety, .79 for Hostility, .79 for Phobic Anxiety, .77 for Paranoid
Ideation, .70 for Psychoticism, and .97 for the GSI.
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE; Rosenberg, 1965). The RSE is a self-report
measure of global self-worth. It consists of 10 items (e.g., “I feel that I have a number of
good qualities”, “I take a positive attitude toward myself”) rated on a 4-point Likert scale
from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. The scale has demonstrated good internal
consistency and test-retest reliability (Blascovich & Tomaka, 1993; Rosenberg, 1965,
1979). This scale was administered to Sample 1. Cronbach’s alpha for the RSE was .86.
Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire – 8-Item (RSQ-8; Downey & Feldman, 1996).
The RSQ-8 assesses the extent to which an individual anxiously expects rejection from
others. It consists of 8 hypothetical situations in which rejection by a significant other is
possible (e.g., “You go to a party and notice someone on the other side of the room and
then you ask them to dance”). For each situation, respondents are first asked to indicate
their degree of concern or anxiety about the outcome of each situation on a 6-point scale
ranging from “very unconcerned” to “very concerned” (e.g., “How concerned would you
be over whether or not the person would want to dance with you?). Respondents are then
asked to indicate the likelihood that the other person would respond in an accepting
fashion on a 6-point scale ranging from “very unlikely” to “very likely” (e.g., “I would
expect that he/she would want to dance with me.”). Scores for each situation are
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calculated by multiplying the degree of concern and likelihood of rejection scores. This
measure has demonstrated good internal consistency and test-reliability. This scale was
administered to Sample 1. Cronbach’s alpha for the RSQ-8 was .80.
Measures of Relationship Quality
Participant relationship measures.
Perceived Social Support from Friends (PSS-Fr; Procidano & Heller, 1983). The
PSS-Fr is a 20-item measure that assesses perceived social support from friends (e.g., “I
rely on my friends for emotional support”). Respondents answer each item by indicating
“Yes”, “No” or “I don’t know”. Each item answered in the direction of support is scored
as 1 (“I don’t know” responses receive a score of 0), resulting in total scores that range
from 0 (no perceived support) to 20 (maximum perceived support). The authors report
good internal consistency and validity. This measure was included to assess participants’
own perceptions of the quality of their relationships with close friends. This scale was
administered to Sample 2. Cronbach’s alpha for the PSS-Fr was .84.
Modified Interpersonal Relationship Scale (MIRS; Guerney, 1977; Schlein,
Guerney, & Stover, 1990). Participants’ intimacy with friends was assessed with a
modified version of the Interpersonal Relationship Scale (IRS). While the IRS was
originally created to measure relationship variables among couples, for the present
research, it was modified to assess interpersonal intimacy among close friendships as
defined by the following subscales: Trust (e.g., “There are times when my friends cannot
be trusted”, reverse scored), Self-Disclosure (e.g., “I feel comfortable expressing almost
anything to my friends”), Genuineness (e.g., “My friends really care about what happens
to me”), Perceived Empathy (e.g., “I feel my friends misinterpret what I say,” reverse
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scored), Comfort (e.g., “I feel comfortable when I’m alone with my friends”) and
Communication (e.g., “I listen to my friends and help them solve their problems”). The
MIRS uses a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”,
with higher scores indicating greater interpersonal intimacy with friends. This scale has
demonstrated good internal consistency and test-retest reliability (Garthoeffner, Henry, &
Robinson, 1993; Rappaport, 1976). This scale was administered to Sample 1. Cronbach’s
alphas for the MIRS were .87 for Trust, .85 for Self-disclosure, .82 for Genuineness, .74
for Perceived Empathy, .77 for Comfort, .68 for Communication and .94 for the total
score (overall friendship intimacy).
Informant relationship measures.
Positive and Negative Relationship Quality Scale (PNRQS; adapted from
Fincham & Linfield, 1997). The PNRQS is an informant-rated measure of relationship
satisfaction. It was adapted from the Positive and Negative Quality in Marriage Scale
(PNQMS; Fincham & Linfield, 1997). While the original scale was designed to assess
positive and negative quality of marital relationships, the PNRQS assesses the same
domains in other types of interpersonal relationships. The PNRQS contains 3 items
broadly assessing Positive Relationship Satisfaction and 3 items broadly assessing
Negative Relationship Satisfaction. A Total Relationship Satisfaction score was
calculated by subtracting the two, with higher scores indicating greater overall
relationship satisfaction. Items are rated on a 10-point Likert scale ranging from “not at
all positive” to “extremely positive”. The authors report good validity and high internal
consistency. This scale was included to assess how satisfied informants were in their
relationship with participants. This scale was administered to Samples 2 and 3.
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Cronbach’s alphas for the PNRQS were .86 for Positive Relationship Satisfaction, .85 for
Negative Relationship Satisfaction, and .82 for Total Relationship Satisfaction. As with
the PTQ-I, the agreement between informant ratings on the PNRQS was investigated by
examining the correlations between two informants’ rating in cases where participants
had at least two informants (i.e., correlating one informant’s rating with the others’). This
correlation was .15 (n = 131, p = ns) which indicates that informants have very different
levels of satisfaction with the same participant.
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Chapter 3 – Scale Development of the Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire (PTQ)
This chapter discusses the development of the PTQ using the combined data from
all three samples. The chapter begins with a review of the initial design of the PTQ,
followed by a discussion of its reliability, factor structure and scale refinement, as
informed by the relevant data analyses. Once the final version of the PTQ is established, I
review its associations with humour and broad personality variables (that were predicted
to be associated with prosocial teasing) to help establish scale validity. The chapter
concludes with a discussion of the results and their implications.
For reference purposes, the tables of simple correlations in this chapter are
replicated in Appendix E with additional comparisons with the Humor Styles
Questionnaire (HSQ). In addition, the means and standard deviations of the measures
used in this chapter are presented in Appendix F.
Initial Item Pool
The development of the PTQ involved the generation of an initial pool of 30 items
based on the literature review described in Chapter 1. Items were generated to reflect the
three proposed core facets of prosocial teasing, with seven items assessing indirect
communication of positive messages (e.g., “I think teasing is a useful way of showing
affection”); ten items assessing fun and enjoyment (e.g., “When I am with my closest
friends, we often make fun of each other in playful ways”); and six items assessing
playful provocation (e.g., “I often say mean-sounding things to friends (e.g., calling them
a loser) even though I really mean the opposite”). Four exploratory items were added to
assess whether prosocial teasing was used to initiate new relationships (e.g., “Teasing
people I don’t know very well is a good way of making friends”). I also included three
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items assessing sensitivity (e.g., “When I playfully tease my friends, I am careful not to
hurt their feelings”) to help distinguish prosocial teasing from aggressive teasing. The
item pool was reviewed by a group of graduate students in clinical psychology who were
knowledgeable about the content area to refine their relevance, clarity, and conciseness
(refer to Table 2 for the original 30-item version of the PTQ which was completed by
participants). However, no revisions to items were made.
Because the PTQ was developed with particular facets of prosocial teasing in
mind, I expected that subsequent factor analyses would yield a factor structure consistent
with the facets of prosocial teasing noted in my original model. Therefore, factor analytic
investigations were primarily conducted to ensure that the important facets of prosocial
teasing were retained in the final measure, although my main interest was to investigate
the use of prosocial teasing as a unitary construct, using a total score rather than separate
subscales.
Results
Scale Reliability
With respect to internal consistency, Cronbach’s alpha for the initial 30-item PTQ
was .90, indicating high internal consistency. Table 2 shows the item-total correlations
for each of the 30 items for the total sample. As shown, the item-total correlations ranged
from -.10 to .67. Overall, the reliability of the initial scale was quite good, although there
were clearly some weaker items. Before deciding which items should be deleted to create
a more parsimonious scale, an exploratory factor analysis was conducted to ensure that
the core facets of prosocial teasing were appropriately represented.

Table 2
Item-total correlations and alphas if items deleted for the Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire (PTQ) for the total sample (n=735) and itemtotal correlations for males and females separately (343 males, 392 females)
Items

Item-total

Alpha If Item

Correlation

Deleted

1. My friends and I often make fun of one another to laugh and have fun.

.53

.88

2. I avoid poking fun at my friends in a playful way because it might make them dislike me.*

.49

.89

3. I often say mean-sounding things to friends (e.g., calling them a loser) even though I really mean the

.54

.88

4. I never make fun of my friends in friendly ways because I might offend them.*

.47

.89

5. I poke fun at people I like to indirectly express how I feel about them.

.47

.89

6. When I am with my friends, I often say things that seem offensive (e.g., “You’re such an idiot”), but I

.55

.88

7. When interacting with a good friend, I tend to poke fun of their quirks, but in an affectionate way.

.50

.89

8. I would not make fun of someone I don’t know well for fear of pushing them away.*

.10

.89

opposite.

mean it in a friendly way.
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9. I will use friendly teases to help maintain the friendships I have.

.56

.88

10. When I tease my friends in an affectionate way, I am careful not to embarrass them.

-.10

.90

11. When I am with my closest friends, we often make fun of each other in playful ways.

.55

.88

12. The closer I am to somebody, the more likely I am to make fun of them.

.51

.88

13. When my friends make a mistake, I will tease them as a way of letting them know that it’s alright.

.48

.89

14. When I really like someone, I will often use nicknames to make fun of some aspect of their personality

.40

.89

.25

.89

16. I won’t poke fun at my friends in affectionate ways because doing so might damage our friendship.*

.42

.89

17. My friends would say that I am unlikely to poke fun at them in friendly ways.*

.46

.89

18. I think it is inappropriate to tease someone about their personal characteristics, even if it is done in a

.49

.89

19. When I playfully tease my friends, I am careful not to hurt their feelings.

-.09

.90

20. When something is bothering me about a friend, I often tease them about it in an affectionate and

.31

.89

or appearance.
15. When getting to know new people, I avoid teasing them in friendly ways because I could be
misunderstood.*

friendly way.*
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sensitive way.
21. I will make jokes about my friends’ appearances or personality traits as a way of having fun with them.

.58

.88

22. Teasing people I don’t know very well is a good way of making friends.

.40

.89

23. I like to show my friends how much I like them by poking fun at some unimportant characteristic.

.59

.88

24. Teasing my friends is a good way to show that I like them.

.66

.88

25. When getting to know new people, I tend to make fun of them in order to build a relationship.

.43

.89

26. I think that teasing is a useful way of showing affection.

.63

.88

27. I tease my friends about their physical appearance or personal characteristics to show that I accept

.62

.88

28. I often poke fun at my friends in order to show how close we are.

.67

.88

29. Making fun of my friends in good-natured ways is not something I enjoy.*

.30

.89

30. When I tease my friends in an affectionate way, I always smile, wink or laugh (or some similar

.28

.89

them.

gesture) so they will know that I am just kidding.
* Items marked with an asterisk are reverse scored.
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Exploratory Factor Analyses
To examine the factor structure of the PTQ, I conducted an exploratory factor
analysis. Principal axis factoring was chosen based on the recommendations of Fabrigar,
Wegener, MacCallum and Strahan (1999), since the goal of my analyses was to identify
potential latent factors underlying a measured variable (i.e., prosocial teasing). A Promax
rotation was used because it was expected that the factors would be intercorrelated.
Exploratory factor analyses with the PTQ were initially conducted separately for males
and females to determine whether important gender differences existed in the factor
structure of the scale. However, because the solutions for both genders were virtually
identical, the data were combined across genders for the subsequent analyses.
Principal axis factoring extracted five factors with eigenvalues greater than 1. A
Scree Plot of the eigenvalues is presented in Figure 1. An inspection of the Scree Plot
shows that the last substantial drop in the magnitude of the eigenvalues ends at the third
factor which generally supports a three-factor solution. Nonetheless, I examined all
identified factors to determine which ones were consistent with the facets of prosocial
teasing noted in my original model. Table 3 presents loadings of all items on the
unrotated first factor, as well as Pattern Matrix loadings on the five rotated factors (using
a cutoff of .40 for inclusion in a given factor). Cronbach’s alphas for the five factors were
.86 for factor one, .78 for factor two, .76 for factor three, .71 for factor four and .67 for
factor five.
Six items loaded highest on the first factor (eigenvalue = 8.24), accounting for
27.5% of the variance. Items on this factor involved expressing indirect positive
messages (e.g., “I think that teasing is a useful way of showing affection”). Thus, the
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Figure 1
Scree Plot illustrating the factor loadings of the PTQ and related eigenvalues (n = 735)

Table 3
Items and factor loadings on the unrotated first factor and for the 5-factor solution with Promax rotation of the Prosocial Teasing
Questionnaire (PTQ) for the total sample (n=735)
Items

Unrotated

Factor

Factor 1

1

2

3

4

5

26. I think that teasing is a useful way of showing affection.

.69

.92

.02

-.21

.02

.06

24. Teasing my friends is a good way to show that I like them.

.71

.80

.05

-.10

.08

.02

28. I often poke fun at my friends in order to show how close we are.

.72

.74

.08

.04

-.13

-.03

.63

.63

.06

.02

.00

-.06

show that I accept them.

.66

.62

-.04

.16

-.07

-.18

9. I will use friendly teases to help maintain the friendships I have.

.59

.41

.09

.17

.01

.17

Indirect Positive Messages

23. I like to show my friends how much I like them by poking fun at some unimportant
characteristic.
27. I tease my friends about their physical appearance or personal characteristics to

Fun and Enjoyment
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16. I won’t poke fun at my friends in affectionate ways because doing so might
damage our friendship.*

.44

-.07

.77

-.11

.07

.03

dislike me.*

.52

.06

.71

-.13

.12

-.02

4. I never make fun of my friends in friendly ways because I might offend them.*

.51

-.09

.71

.04

.05

-.07

17. My friends would say that I am unlikely to poke fun at them in friendly ways.*

.48

.04

.66

-.08

.05

.06

29. Making fun of my friends in good-natured ways is not something I enjoy.*

.32

.06

.53

-.12

-.09

-.05

1. My friends and I often make fun of one another to laugh and have fun.

.57

.15

.41

.13

.02

.02

.60

-.07

.15

.64

-.06

-.16

.32

-.05

-.25

.59

.11

.00

.49

-.05

.00

.57

.14

.21

2. I avoid poking fun at my friends in a playful way because it might make them

Playful Provocation
6. When I am with my friends, I often say things that seem offensive (e.g., “You’re
such an idiot”), but I mean it in a friendly way.
20. When something is bothering me about a friend, I often tease them about it in an
affectionate and sensitive way.
13. When my friends make a mistake, I will tease them as a way of letting them know
that it’s alright.
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3. I often say mean-sounding things to friends (e.g., calling them a loser) even though I
really mean the opposite.

.58

.00

.21

.51

-.07

-.07

.52

-.05

.22

.46

.01

.08

.43

.29

-.28

.45

-.02

.01

.62

.33

-.03

.41

-.06

-.21

.45

.24

-.09

.10

.60

-.01

.28

-.09

.15

.06

.56

-.11

relationship.

.47

.32

-.12

.10

.55

.03

8. I would not make fun of someone I don’t know well for fear of pushing them away.*

.12

-.18

.16

-.04

.54

-.15

7. When interacting with a good friend, I tend to poke fun of their quirks, but in an
affectionate way.
14. When I really like someone, I will often use nicknames to make fun of some aspect
of their personality or appearance.
21. I will make jokes about my friends’ appearances or personality traits as a way of
having fun with them.
Initiating Relationships
22. Teasing people I don’t know very well is a good way of making friends.
15. When getting to know new people, I avoid teasing them in friendly ways because I
could be misunderstood.*
25. When getting to know new people, I tend to make fun of them in order to build a
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Sensitivity
10. When I tease my friends in an affectionate way, I am careful not to embarrass
them.

-.12

.01

-.07

-.03

-.06

.64

19. When I playfully tease my friends, I am careful not to hurt their feelings.

-.12

-.11

.03

.02

-.10

.63

.49

.26

.02

.24

.08

.03

ways.

.57

.13

.34

.25

-.03

.21

12. The closer I am to somebody, the more likely I am to make fun of them.

.55

.21

.24

.24

-.07

.14

.52

.21

.34

.07

.00

-.21

.29

.17

.14

.08

-.11

.35

Items not Loading on Any Factor
5. I poke fun at people I like to indirectly express how I feel about them.
11. When I am with my closest friends, we often make fun of each other in playful

18. I think it is inappropriate to tease someone about their personal characteristics,
even if it is done in a friendly way.*
30. When I tease my friends in an affectionate way, I always smile, wink or laugh (or
some similar gesture) so they will know that I am just kidding.
* Items marked with an asterisk are reverse scored.
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factor was labelled indirect positive messages. This factor is consistent with the core facet
of prosocial teasing noted earlier in which individuals use prosocial teasing to indirectly
express positive relational messages.
Six items loaded on the second factor (eigenvalue = 2.74), which accounted for
9.13% of the variance. Items loading on this factor pertained to enjoying and engaging in
prosocial teasing (e.g., “My friends and I often make fun of one another to laugh and
have fun”). Thus, this factor was labelled fun and enjoyment. This factor is also
consistent with the core facet of prosocial teasing discussed in the previous section in
which individuals enjoy engaging in the behaviour because it produces positive emotion
and laughter.
Seven items loaded on the third factor (eigenvalue = 2.03), which accounted for
6.78% of the variance. Items that loaded on this factor related to the use of playful
aggression (e.g., “I often say mean-sounding things to friends (e.g., calling them a loser)
even though I really mean the opposite”). Thus, this factor was termed playful
provocation. As with the previous two factors, this factor was also consistent with the
proposed core facet of prosocial teasing in which teases involve provocative content.
Regarding the remaining factors, four items loaded on the fourth factor
(eigenvalue = 1.34) and two items loaded on the fifth factor (eigenvalue = 1.10),
accounting for 4.46% and 3.65% of the variance, respectively. Items on the fourth factor
involved using prosocial teasing to initiate relationships (e.g., “Teasing people I don’t
know very well is a good way of making friends”) whereas the fifth factor pertained to
teasing in a sensitive manner (e.g., “When I playfully tease my friends, I am careful not
to hurt their feelings”). As a result, factors four and five were labelled initiating

67
relationships and sensitivity, respectively. These factors were consistent with two sets of
additional items added for more exploratory purposes.
In addition to the items that loaded on the five factors at a level greater than .40,
there were five items that did not clearly load on any of the factors. As shown in Table 3,
these items had loadings on the unrotated first factor ranging from .29 to .57.
Table 4 presents the intercorrelations of the five factors. Note that factors 1 to 3
are strongly intercorrelated and factor 4 is only moderately correlated with the first three.
Factor 5 is unrelated to the first three and negatively related to factor 4. Thus, factors 4
and 5 seem to be less strongly related to the central construct than are factors 1 to 3. This
is consistent with the Scree Plot which suggests a 3 factor solution is optimal.
Scale Refinement of the PTQ
As expected, the factors identified in the analyses captured the three core facets of
prosocial teasing which informed the initial generation of items – indirect communication
of positive messages, fun and enjoyment, and playful provocation. While the two groups
of exploratory items were also identified as factors (i.e., factors four and five), a number
of weak statistical relationships suggested that they should be removed from the final
scale: (1) the eigenvalues for these two factors were relatively low; therefore, each factor
accounted for a relatively small proportion of the variance; (2) correlations between these
factors and the other three were only weak to moderate; (3) factor loadings on the
unrotated first factor were relatively modest for the items in factor four (.12, .28, .45, and
.47) and negative for the items belonging to factor five (-.12 for both items), indicating
that these items are less related to the overall construct; and (4) as previously noted, an
inspection of the scree plot generally supports a three-factor solution.
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Table 4
Factor correlation matrix
Factor

1

2

3

4

5

1

--

.50

.73

.36

.00

--

.58

.05

.06

--

.16

-.02

--

-.33

2
3
4
5

--
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Moreover, factors four and five did not match well conceptually with the original
proposed model of prosocial teasing. In retrospect, the use of prosocial teasing would be
a poor strategy to initiate new relationships. Given the lack of relationship history and the
provocative nature of prosocial teasing, such teases are likely to be perceived as
aggressive when used with prospective new friends. In addition, although the items that
focused on sensitivity did form a unique (albeit weak) factor, the results suggest that
sensitivity should be considered a separate construct and not a core facet of prosocial
teasing. For the reasons noted above, the six items from factors four and five were
deleted from the scale.
The PTQ was further refined based on balancing the need for parsimony (i.e.,
creating a final scale with fewer items and factors) against the need for breadth (i.e.,
ensuring that retained items and factors adequately represent the core facets of the
construct). I wanted to ensure that the final version of the PTQ contained items from the
three main factors which represented the core facets of prosocial teasing. To maintain
equal representation of the three factors, I retained six items from each factor (item 21,
which had the lowest loading on Factor 3, was dropped, leaving six items from this
factor). In addition, in the final 20-item scale I decided to retain two of the items that did
not load on any of the three factors but nevertheless had high loadings on the unrotated
first factor, indicating that they were highly representative of the central construct. For
these, I selected one positively keyed item (item 11) and one negatively-keyed (item 18).
Consequently, the final version of the PTQ is comprised of 20 items (see
Appendix B for the final version of the scale). This final version of the scale yielded a
Cronbach’s alpha of .89, indicating high internal consistency equivalent to that obtained
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with the original 30 items. Because I was primarily interested in prosocial teasing as a
unified construct, I exclusively used the total score of the final 20-item scale for the
analyses in the remainder of the present research. Henceforth, any reference to the PTQ
refers to the 20-item finalized scale.
Descriptive Statistics of the PTQ
Table 5 presents the means and standard deviations of the PTQ and its informant
counterpart, the PTQ-I, for the total sample and for males and females separately. As
predicted, males obtained significantly higher mean scores than did females on both
measures of prosocial teasing. Thus, relative to females, males report using more
prosocial teasing, a finding which is also reported by their family and friends. Since
males use prosocial teasing more than females, subsequent analyses also examine gender
differences (when appropriate) to further understand what potential role they may play.
Social Desirability
To investigate the extent to which PTQ scores may be influenced by socially
desirable responding, correlations were calculated between the PTQ and two measures of
social desirability, administered separately in Samples 1 and 3 (refer to Appendix G for
correlations between each item of the PTQ with social desirability measures). I predicted
that the PTQ would be negatively related to the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability
scale (MCSD) and the Impression Management (IM) subscale of the Balanced Inventory
of Desirable Responding (BIDR). I did not expect any relationship between the PTQ and
Self-Deceptive Enhancement (SDE) subscale of the BIDR. The results were consistent
with my predictions. As shown in Table 6, for the total sample, the PTQ was negatively
correlated with the MCSD (r = -.24, p < .001) and IM subscale (r = -.28, p < .001).

71
Table 5
Means and standard deviations for the PTQ and PTQ-I for the total sample and males
and females separately
Total Sample

Males

Females

M (SD)

M (SD)

M (SD)

PTQ a

72.83 (11.59)

74.01 (12.04)

71.80 (11.10)

2.59**

PTQ-I b

31.82 (7.11)

33.33 (6.89)

30.67 (7.07)

3.18**

t

Note. PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire; PTQ-I = Prosocial Teasing
Questionnaire – Informant Version
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
a

n = 735 (343 male, 392 female)

b

n = 283 (122 informant scores for male participants, 161 informant scores for

female participants)
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Table 6
Correlations between the PTQ and measures of social desirability for the total sample
and for males and females separately with significant differences (two-tailed) noted for
males and females
Total Sample

Males

-.24***

-.19†

MCSD a

Females

Difference

-.30***

n.s.

BIDR b
Self-Deceptive Enhancement
Impression Management

.05
-.28***

.04
-.36***

.07

n.s.

-.16†

.10

Note. PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire; BIDR = Balanced Inventory of
Desirable Responding; MCSD = Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale
†

p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

a

n = 238 (92 male, 146 female)

b

n = 247 (127 male, 120 female)
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There were no significant correlations between the PTQ and SDE. The correlations
involving social desirability for males and females did not differ significantly from each
other.
Associations with other Humour Variables
I calculated correlations between the PTQ and a number of humour-related
variables to help establish convergent validity for the scale. Table 7 summarizes these
correlations for the total sample and for males and females separately. The significance of
the differences (two-tailed) between the correlations for males and females was also
tested; however, no significant differences were found.
As predicted, self- and informant-reported PTQ scores were positively correlated
with the total sample (r = .24, p < .001). Thus, as individuals report using prosocial
teasing in their interpersonal relationships, the behaviour is observed by others, which
provides some validity support for the scale.
Consistent with my predictions, the PTQ was positively correlated with both
affiliative and aggressive humour (rs = .31 and .46, respectively; both ps < .001).
However, there were also unpredicted positive correlations between the PTQ and selfenhancing and self-defeating humour (rs = .15 and .33, both ps < .001). The correlations
between the HSQ and PTQ varied slightly between genders, with PTQ being positively
correlated with the four humour styles for both genders with the exception of selfenhancing humour for males.
Also as predicted, the PTQ was negatively (albeit quite weakly) correlated with
seriousness on the State-Trait Cheerfulness Inventory (STCI) for the total sample (r = .14, p < .05). With respect to telic dominance (i.e., being more seriously-minded), my
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Table 7
Correlations between the PTQ and humour-related measures for the total sample and
for males and females separately, with significant differences (two-tailed) noted for
males and females
Total Sample
PTQ-I a

Males

Females

Difference

.24***

.17†

.31***

n.s.

Affiliative Humour

.31***

.38***

.27***

n.s.

Self-Enhancing Humour

.15***

.08

.21***

.10

Aggressive Humour

.46***

.45***

.46***

n.s.

Self-Defeating Humour

.33***

.31***

.36***

n.s.

Cheerfulness

.11

.11

.10

n.s.

Seriousness

-.14*

-.15

-.13

n.s.

Bad Mood

.01

-.02

.04

n.s.

.11

n.s.

-.04

n.s.

HSQ b

STCI c

APS c
TDS d
SSS c

.18**
-.07
.49***

.25**
-.21*
.55***

.37***

n.s.

Note. PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire; PTQ-I = Prosocial Teasing
Questionnaire – Informant Version, HSQ = Humor Styles Questionnaire; STCI =
State Trait Cheerfulness Inventory, Trait Version 30-Item; APS = Adult Playfulness
Scale; TDS = Telic Dominance Scale; SSS = Sarcasm Self-report Survey
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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a

n = 283 (122 informants for male participants, 161 informants for female

participants)
b

n = 735 (343 male, 392 female)

c

n = 250 (124 male, 126 female)

d

n = 238 (92 male, 146 female)
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predictions were confirmed for males only (r = -.21, p < .05). Telic dominance and the
PTQ were unrelated for the females and the total sample.
The PTQ was also positively correlated with adult playfulness for the total sample
(r = .18, p < .01), which was consistent with my predictions. Thus, being higher in
prosocial teasing is associated with having a more playful personality. Also consistent
with predictions was the finding that the PTQ was positively correlated with sarcasm.
The correlations were quite strong for the total sample (r = .49, p < .001).
Associations with the Five-Factor Model of Personality
The correlations between the PTQ and the Five Factor Model of personality are
presented in Table 8. As predicted, the PTQ was negatively correlated with agreeableness
for the total sample (r = -.22, p < .001). With respect to extraversion, the expected
positive correlation with the PTQ was found for females only (r = .27, p < .01) and not
for males, although a positive trend level association was found for the total sample (r =
.12, p < .10).
The significance of the differences (two-tailed) between the correlations for males
and females was also tested. The correlation between the PTQ and extraversion was
significantly higher for females than for males (z = -2.08, p < .05). The negative
correlation between the PTQ and agreeableness was stronger for males than for females,
although the significance of the difference was at a trend level (z = 1.75, p < .10).
Discussion
Overall, the results from the three samples provide support for the reliability and
validity of the PTQ for the young adult population sampled. The results will be discussed
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Table 8
Correlations between the PTQ and the Five-Factor Model of personality for the total
sample (n = 247) and for males and females separately (127 males, 120 females)
with significant differences (two-tailed) noted for males and females
Total Sample

Males

Females

Difference

Neuroticism

.01

.13

-.03

n.s.

Extraversion

.12†

.01

.27**

.05

Openness

.12†

.04

.21*

n.s.

NEO-FFI-60

Agreeableness

-.22***

-.30***

-.09

.10

Conscientiousness

-.12†

-.12

-.10

n.s.

Note. PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire; NEO-FFI-60 = NEO Five Factor
Inventory – 60 Item
†

p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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with respect to scale development (e.g., reliability, factor structure, mean differences)
and validity (e.g., convergent validity with predicted variables).
Scale Development
The final version of the PTQ demonstrated high internal consistency, suggesting
that its items reliably measure prosocial teasing as an overall construct. As noted
previously, the factor structure of the PTQ was examined to ensure that it was consistent
with the core facets proposed in the original model, but not to establish separate
subscales. As expected, the factor structure of the PTQ was consistent with the three
proposed core facets of prosocial teasing: indirect positive messages, fun and enjoyment
and playful provocation. The match between the proposed facets and extracted factors is
likely attributable, in part, to the fact that the proposed facets guided the generation of
scale items. Nonetheless,the symmetry between the facets and factors provides support
for the original model.
With respect to the two extracted factors whose items were removed from the
scale (i.e., sensitivity and initiating relationships), both appear to be largely unrelated to
the overall PTQ construct. The small item-total correlations for items belonging to the
“initiating relationships” factor suggests that prosocial teasing is not used in fostering
new relationships. This is consistent with the notion that, in order for targets to
effectively interpret prosocial teases, they must have an existing relationship with the
teaser. Otherwise, there is insufficient information to clarify the positive intentions of
prosocial teasers. Therefore, it is likely that prosocial teasing is more effective in
maintaining or enhancing existing relationships than creating new ones. However, the
contention that the effectiveness of prosocial teasing is always dependent on an existing
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positive relationship is an untested empirical question. There may be particular
circumstances in which prosocial teasing may enhance relationships in their early stages
(e.g., among highly interpersonally-skilled individuals who use ample meta-signals to
express playfulness and an interest in establishing a friendship). Future research should
investigate the relationship between relationship closeness (i.e., social distance) and the
effectiveness of prosocial teasing.
With respect to the unrelated sensitivity factor, its negative item-total correlations
suggest that it is inversely related to prosocial teasing and likely measures a separate
construct. Nonetheless, conveying prosocial teases in a sensitive manner likely is an
important factor to ensure that they are effectively communicated. While sensitivity is not
explicitly measured by the final version of the PTQ, it is likely that related variables such
as empathy and perspective-taking abilities interact with prosocial teasing to predict
better relationship outcomes, as predicted in Chapter 1. The analyses investigating the
expected interactions between such variables and the PTQ will be discussed further in
Chapter 5.
The significant score differences in the PTQ for males and females, while small in
magnitude, does suggest that males are somewhat more likely to engage in prosocial
teasing than females do, which fits with the notion that prosocial teasing is a more maleoriented behaviour. However, this finding does not take into account the gender of the
target, which may influence prosocial teasing use. For example, since prosocial teasing is
more common among males, one would expect that males engage in prosocial teasing to
a greater extent with other males than with females. Since the PTQ does not account for
the gender of targets, the present research cannot confirm this prediction. To address this,
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future research with the PTQ could ask respondents to rate their prosocial teasing use
with male versus female targets separately. Alternatively, the PTQ could also be adapted
into an observational rating scale which could be used to code humorous interactions
between friends in which one would manipulate the gender of teasers and targets (e.g.,
same- versus mixed gender pairings) to test for group differences.
Validity
There was strong initial support for the validity of the PTQ as it correlated with a
number of other humour and personality variables. The fact that these predicted
correlations were found using the PTQ total score also provides support for use of the
scale as a unitary construct, and not separate subscales.
PTQ-informant version (PTQ-I). The predicted positive correlations between
the PTQ and PTQ-I provide some external validity for the scale. Thus, when individuals
self-report prosocial teasing behaviour on the PTQ, it is also observed by others.
However, it was somewhat surprising that the magnitude of the correlation between the
PTQ and PTQ-I was relatively small. Recall that PTQ-I scores involved mean ratings
which were computed across the informants for each participant. Informants also varied
considerably with respect to the nature of their relationship with participants (e.g., friend,
sibling, parent, romantic partner). Thus, in accounting for the relatively weak correlation,
it is possible that certain types of informants (e.g., parents) would have been less aware of
how much participants use prosocial teasing relative to others (e.g., friends).
Furthermore, the low correlation between informant ratings indicates that these scores
have low inter-rater reliability, which further explains the relatively weak correlation
between PTQ and PTQ-I. While it would have been useful to examine group differences
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between the different types of informant relationships, there were insufficient sample
sizes among informant group types to make this possible. Presumably, the use of
prosocial teasing varies depending on the type of relationship between individuals. Those
in lower status positions, relative to others, tend to tease in more prosocial ways (Keltner
et al., 1998). Thus, one would expect that young adults (i.e., the population sampled in
the present research) would use more prosocial teasing and less aggressive teasing with
parents, employers, and other such higher-status individuals. This question should be
addressed in future research.
Social desirability. Consistent with my predictions, those who engage in
prosocial teasing are less likely to respond in a socially desirable manner or present a
positive image to others. The negative relationship between prosocial teasing and social
desirability is likely driven by items stemming from the playful provocation facet whose
content explicitly references hurtful words (e.g., “losers” or “idiots”). While the PTQ was
negatively correlated with more obvious attempts at impression management, it was
unrelated to more subtle and unconscious methods of presenting positive self-impressions
(i.e., self-deceptive enhancement). This is promising since it suggests that the PTQ is not
likely to be contaminated by a social desirability bias. If fact, its negative correlations
with social desirability measures more likely suggest that the PTQ scores may underreport prosocial teasing behaviour. On the other hand, the results do suggest something
interesting about the interpersonal style of individuals who engage in prosocial teasing:
they are not particularly concerned about what other people think about them.
Humour styles. The predicted positive correlations between the PTQ and
affiliative and aggressive styles of the HSQ support the notion that prosocial teasing
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involves elements of both. Alternatively, the correlation between the PTQ and aggressive
humour does not necessarily imply that prosocial teasing inherently involves aggressive
elements. It may simply indicate that those who engage in prosocial teasing also tend to
engage in aggressive humour. However, the positive relationships between the PTQ and
self-enhancing and self-defeating humour were unexpected. On the one hand, it may
simply be the case that those who engage in prosocial teasing are more paratelicdominant and therefore, relative to others, find it more appealing to engage in a variety of
other humour styles. On the other hand, this overlap may alternatively suggest changes to
the prosocial teasing model. In retrospect, self-defeating humour may be more consistent
with prosocial teasing than originally conceived. Much like prosocial teasing (and
aggressive humour), it is found to be significantly higher in males than females (Martin et
al., 2003). Moreover, it is used as a form of defensive denial to hide underlying negative
feelings. This bears some similarity to prosocial teasing which is also used in defensive
ways, construing positive messages in provocative, indirect and ambiguous ways to
protect the self from possible rejection. The relationship between the PTQ and selfenhancing humour is more difficult to explain. While both forms of humour are fun and
enjoyable, they also are used for strategic purposes. Whereas the self-enhancing style
uses humour for emotion-regulation and coping, prosocial teasing is used to express
positive messages, enhance relationships and save face. Thus, the overlap between the
two may be explained by a shared tendency to approach life in playful and strategic ways.
Overall, the PTQ appears to assess constructs that are quite similar to those
measured by the HSQ, particularly with respect to affiliative, aggressive and selfdefeating humour. Moreover, the large number of associations between the PTQ and

83
HSQ also suggests that those who engage in prosocial teasing also engage in a variety of
other humour styles.
Sarcasm. Although the positive relationship between sarcasm and the PTQ
matched my predictions, the magnitude of the correlation was much stronger than I
expected. As noted previously, prosocial teasing involves a hostile literal meaning and
positive latent meaning whereas sarcasm operates in the reverse direction. Prosocial
teasing is intentionally playful and good-natured whereas sarcasm is intentionally hostile
and unfriendly. The results suggest that people who engage in one of these forms of
humour frequently engage in the other. Since sarcasm is considered a form of aggressive
teasing, this further suggests those who engage in prosocial teasing also tend to engage in
aggressive forms of teasing. This is perhaps unsurprising because both prosocial teasing
and sarcasm use aggressive forms of humour. However, one would expect that prosocial
teasing and sarcasm would be differentially related to outcome variables such as
relationship satisfaction, etc. Further research is needed to explore this question. On the
other hand, the results do suggest something interesting about the humour practices of
prosocial teasers: they do not always use humour in benevolent ways. Related
implications are discussed in the following chapter in which the associations between
prosocial teasing and some of the socially aversive traits of the Dark Triad are
investigated.
Playfulness. The prediction that the PTQ would be positively associated with a
number of paratelic-oriented variables was supported. The PTQ’s positive relationship
with adult playfulness and negative relationship with telic-dominance is consistent with
the contention that those higher in prosocial teasing are more likely to have playful
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personalities and experience a playful state of mind. Thus, prosocial teasers have a
propensity to approach activities in an imaginative and non-serious manner so as to
enhance their intrinsic enjoyment, involvement and satisfaction. With respect to the
STCI, while the predicted negative relationship was found between the PTQ and
seriousness, it is interesting that the PTQ was unrelated to the other two STCI subscales,
cheerfulness and bad mood. The same pattern of correlations has been found between the
STCI and aggressive humour whereas affiliative humour is associated with all three
subscales of the STCI (Martin et al., 2003). As previously noted, the STCI measures traits
that are seen as forming the temperamental basis of humour (Ruch & Köhler, 1998).
Seriousness is more cognitive and attitudinal whereas cheerfulness and bad mood are
more affective. Thus, while affiliative humour is related to affective and cognitive
temperamental aspects of humour, aggressive humour and prosocial teasing are only
related to the cognitive aspect. This may reflect the fact that prosocial teasing and
aggressive humour have instrumental uses; people engage in both forms of humour not
simply because they elicit positive emotions and laughter, but also because they have
strategic uses. Presumably, those who tend to use humour in more calculated ways are
more likely invested in its more cognitive than emotional aspects.
The Five-Factor Model. Some interesting gender differences were found
between the PTQ and extraversion and agreeableness. The prediction that prosocial
teasing would be negatively related to agreeableness was confirmed only for males. This
supports the idea that, for males, prosocial teasing is related to being more overtly
aggressive. In addition, females, relative to males, obtained significantly higher scores on
agreeableness. Previous research has shown that agreeable individuals, relative to others,
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tend to enjoy teasing less and view teasers as unpleasant and quarelsome (Bollmer,
Harris, Milich, & Georgesen, 2003). Since females in this current sample were
significantly higher on agreeableness than males, it may help explain the smaller
correlation between the two. With respect to extraversion, the predicted positive
association with prosocial teasing was found only for females. Since prosocial teasing is
generally unrelated to extraversion in males, this lends support for the notion that males
may use prosocial teasing for more strategic purposes rather than to merely have fun. As
noted earlier, some theorists have argued that, since males have more difficultly
expressing their emotions, they rely on teasing to express affection (Tannen, 1990). Thus,
more extraverted females may use prosocial teasing because it is fun and stimulating (i.e.,
consistent with extraversion) whereas the relatively more introverted male prosocial
teasers may used it in more calculating ways to express themselves.
Conclusion
The present research found some initial reliability and validity support for PTQ in
its ability to measure the extent to which individuals engage in prosocial teasing. The
PTQ is associated with a number of humour variables. Given that several of these
humour-related measures have considerable validation support (Martin, 1996), the
findings noted above provide evidence of convergent validity for the PTQ. The proposed
theoretical facets (indirect positive messages, fun and enjoyment, and playful
provocation) corresponded to the factor structure of the scale. Males were found to be
more likely to engage in prosocial teasing than were females, which was confirmed by
the observations by their friends and family. The results suggest that prosocial teasers
tend to have, disagreeable, highly sarcastic, and playfully-oriented personalities, who
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engage in a variety of other humour styles and are not particularly concerned with what
others think of them. Overall, the PTQ appears to be an appropriate measure for assessing
individual differences in prosocial teasing. The following chapter continues with the
individual differences approach by reviewing associations between the PTQ and other
trait variables to determine which traits predict prosocial teasing behaviour.
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Chapter 4 – Personality, Individual Differences and Psychological Well-Being
The results presented in this chapter examine the relationships between the PTQ
and a number of individual difference variables to answer one of the main research
questions: what types of individuals engage in prosocial teasing? To answer this question,
all analyses in the following chapter use the PTQ as the outcome variable and draw on
data from all three samples. A number of simple relationships are presented regarding the
PTQ and traits predicted to be associated with it (i.e., the Dark Triad, social dominance,
pursuit of social status, conflict resolution styles). In addition, given the proposed
strategic uses of prosocial teasing (i.e., as an indirect and potentially face-saving means
of communicating), a number of interactions are presented involving emotional
ambivalence, masculine role conformity, and homophobia. This chapter also examines
the relationship between prosocial teasing behaviour and aspects of psychological wellbeing and concludes with a general discussion of the results and their implications.
Data Analysis Procedures
I analysed the data in different ways depending on the nature of the predictions.
My general approach involved investigating simple correlations first, followed by
moderator analyses. For simple relationships between variables, I calculated correlation
coefficients between prosocial teasing and trait measures to determine if a significant
linear relationship existed between them. Given the gender differences with the PTQ, the
significances of the differences (two-tailed) between the correlations for males and
females were always tested. This was done by using a Fisher r-to-z transformation for the
correlations of males and females, the difference of which was tested with a z-test. Unless
otherwise stated, these differences can be assumed to be non-significant.
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In cases where I predicted moderator effects, I first conducted three-way
interactions to determine whether the moderator effects under investigation varied
between genders. However, none of the three-way interactions involving gender were
significant in this chapter. Therefore, I am only reporting the two-way interactions
collapsing across gender.
To test the predicted two-way interactions, I used regression analyses in which the
predictors were entered in two steps, with prosocial teasing as the outcome variable. I
first entered the two predictors, centered around the mean, to test main effects. I then
entered the product of the predictors to test the interaction between them.
To examine the direction of any significant interactions, the relationships were
graphed by entering values two standard deviations above and below the mean for the
predictor variables using the regression equation provided by the analysis. These
relationships are illustrated with figures in the appropriate sections. While many of the
interactions presented in this chapter are significant, it is worth noting that they account
for only a small proportion of the variance.
For reference purposes, the tables of simple correlations in this chapter are
replicated in Appendix H with additional comparisons with the Humor Styles
Questionnaire (HSQ). In addition, the means and standard deviations of the measures
used in this chapter are presented in Appendix I.
Results
The following results are organized around the predictions outlined in Chapter 1
regarding which individual difference variables that predict prosocial teasing behaviour.
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Is Prosocial Teasing Related to Narcissism, Interpersonal Manipulation, Risktaking and Sensation Seeking?
To test the prediction that high prosocial teasers are more likely to possess
personality traits associated with the Dark Triad, correlations were examined between the
NPI, SRP-III, CMNI Risk-taking subscale, BSSS and the PTQ. As seen in Table 9, the
predicted positive correlations were found for narcissism (and the exhibition/entitlement
subscale), interpersonal manipulation, risk taking and sensation seeking (rs ranging from
.15 to .27). Correlations between prosocial teasing and additional subscales of the SelfReport Psychopathy scale (SRP-III) were investigated for exploratory purposes. Prosocial
teasing was positively correlated with callous affect, an erratic and impulsive lifestyle
and overall psychopathy for the total sample and for males (rs ranging from .22 to .31).
Do Males use Prosocial Teasing to Express Social Dominance and Social Status?
To test the prediction that prosocial teasing is positively associated with social
dominance and the pursuit of social status, correlations were examined between the
related subscales of the CMNI and the PTQ. As seen in Table 10, the predicted positive
correlations were found for pursuit of social status for males (r = .23, p < .05), but the
expected correlation with social dominance was not significant. The correlation between
pursuit of social status and prosocial teasing was significantly higher for males than for
females (z = 2.30, p < .05).
Is Prosocial Teasing a Means to Indirectly Communicate Positive Relational
Messages for those who have Difficulty Expressing Emotions?
To test the hypothesis that emotional ambivalence would moderate the effect of
indirect communication in predicting the PTQ, I conducted a regression analysis with
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Table 9
Correlations between the PTQ and measures of narcissism, sub-clinical psychopathy, risktaking, and sensation seeking for the total sample and for males and females separately,
with significant differences (two-tailed) noted for males and females
Total Sample

Males

Females

Difference

NPI a
Leadership/Authority

.07

.10

.00

n.s.

Exhibition/Entitlement

.20**

.18*

.22*

n.s.

Total Score

.16*

.15†

.14

n.s.

Interpersonal Manipulation

.27***

.29**

.17†

n.s.

Callous Affect

.22***

.26**

.07

n.s.

Erratic/Impulsive Lifestyle

.24***

.31***

.11

n.s.

Antisocial Behaviour

.08

.11

-.04

n.s.

Total Score

.27***

.31***

.12

n.s.

CMNI Risk-taking b

.15*

.24**

.08

n.s.

BSSS c

.15*

.15

.11

n.s.

SRP-III a

Note. NPI = Narcissistic Personality Inventory (Total Score = General Narcissism);
SRP-III = Self-Report Psychopathy Scale; BSSS = Brief Sensation Seeking Scale, CMNI
Risk-taking = Conformity to Masculine Norms Inventory - Risk-taking (subscale)
†

p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

a

n = 247 (127 male, 120 female); b n = 250 (124 male, 126 female)

c

n = 238 (92 male, 146 female)
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Table 10
Correlations between the PTQ and measures of masculine role conformity, conversational
indirectness, and ambivalence over emotional expression for the total sample (n = 250)
and for males and females separately (124 male, 126 female), with significant differences
(two-tailed) noted for males and females
Total Sample

Males

Females

Difference

Pursuit of Social Status

.10

.23*

Social Dominance

.09

.06

.15†

n.s.

Total Score

.06

.13

.03

n.s.

Production

.07

.07

.09

n.s.

Interpretation

.11†

.10

.13

n.s.

Total Score

.11†

.10

.13

n.s.

CMNI
-.06

.05

CIS

AEQ
Positive Emotions

-.06

-.09

-.03

n.s.

Negative Emotions

-.07

-.11

-.03

n.s.

Total Score

-.07

-.10

-.03

n.s.

Note. PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire; CMNI = Conformity to Masculine
Norms Inventory; CIS = Conversational Indirectness Scale; AEQ = Ambivalence over
Emotional Expressiveness Questionnaire;
†

p < .10, * p < .05
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emotional ambivalence (total score), conversational indirectness (total score), and the
product of these variables as predictors of prosocial teasing as the outcome variable. The
results of the regression analysis (see Table 11) indicated that the interaction was nonsignificant. Using the same methodology, I also conducted two additional regression
analyses, substituting the emotional ambivalence total score with its two subscales,
positive emotional ambivalence and negative emotional ambivalence. This was done to
determine whether the predicted moderation effect depended on the type of emotional
ambivalence. As shown in Table 11, there was no significant interaction using positive
emotional ambivalence as the moderator. However, a significant interaction was found
when negative emotional ambivalence was used as the moderator variable (∆R2 = .02, F
change (1, 246) = 3.96, p < .05). Figure 2 shows that there was a strong positive
relationship between prosocial teasing and conversational indirectness among those who
were highly ambivalent in expressing their negative emotions, whereas prosocial teasing
and conversational indirectness were essentially unrelated for those who had little
ambivalence with expressing their negative emotions.
Are Stereotypically Masculine Males more likely to use Prosocial Teasing to
Indirectly Communicate Positive Relational Messages?
To test the hypothesis that, among males, emotional ambivalence would moderate
the effect of masculine role conformity in predicting the PTQ, I conducted a regression
analysis (on male participants only), entering emotional ambivalence (total score),
masculine role conformity, and the product of these variables, with prosocial teasing as
the outcome variable. This analysis (see Table 12) revealed a significant interaction (∆R2
= .04, F change (1, 120) = 4.65, p < .05). Using the same methodology, I also conducted

Table 11
Regression analyses examining the interaction between emotional ambivalence and conversational indirectness (predictors) with
prosocial teasing (outcome) for the total sample (n=250)
PTQ (outcome)
Steps and predictors

B

SE B

β

Step 1
AEQ-Total

-0.07

0.04

CIS-Total

0.10

0.05

0.01

0.00

-0.10

0.08

CIS-Total

0.10

0.05

Step 2

df

p

.02

2.50

2, 247

n.s.

.01

3.37

1, 246

n.s.

.02

2.28

2, 247

n.s.

.01

2.43

1, 246

n.s.

.13*

.12†

Step 1
AEQ-Pos

F

-.10

Step 2
AEQ-Total x CIS-Total

∆R2

-.09
.12†

93

CIS-Total x AEQ-Pos

0.01

0.01

.10

Step 1
AEQ-Neg

-0.15

0.10

CIS-Total

0.10

0.05

0.01

0.01

2.52

2, 247

n.s.

.02

3.96

1, 246

.05

-.10
.13*

Step 2
CIS-Total x AEQ-Neg

.02

.13*

Note. CIS-Total = Conversational Indirectness Scale Total Score; AEQ-Total = Total Emotional Ambivalence; AEQ-Pos =
Positive Emotional Ambivalence; AEQ-Neg = Negative Emotional Ambivalence
†

p < .10, * p < .05
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Figure 2
Negative emotional ambivalence moderated the relationship between conversational
indirectness and prosocial teasing
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Table 12
Regression analyses examining the interaction between X and X (predictors) with prosocial teasing (outcome) for male participants
(n=124)
PTQ (outcome)
Steps and predictors

B

SE B

β

Step 1
AEQ-Total

-0.08

0.07

-.09

CMNI-Total

0.06

0.04

.04

Step 2
AEQ-Total x CMNI-Total

-0.01

0.00

CMNI-Total
Step 2

F

df

p

.02

1.51

2, 121

n.s.

.04

4.65

1, 120

.05

.02

1.45

2, 121

n.s.

.04

4.84

1, 120

.05

-.22*

Step 1
AEQ-Pos

∆R2

-0.12

0.12

-.09

0.06

0.04

.12
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AEQ-Pos x CMNI-Total

-0.01

0.00

-.23*

Step 1
AEQ-Neg
CMNI-Total

-0.17

0.17

-.09

0.06

0.04

.11

Step 2
AEQ-Neg x CMNI-Total

-0.01

0.01

.02

1.46

2, 121

n.s.

.03

4.00

1, 120

.05

-.21*

Note. CMNI-Total = Conformity to Masculine Role Inventory Total Score; AEQ-Total = Ambivalence over Expressing
Emotions Questionnaire Total; AEQ-Pos = Ambivalence over Expressing Positive Emotions; AEQ-Neg = Ambivalence over
Expressing Negative Emotions
* p < .05
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two additional sets of regression analyses, substituting the emotional ambivalence total
score with its two subscales, positive emotional ambivalence and negative emotional
ambivalence. This was done to determine whether the predicted moderation effect of
ambivalence over emotional expression depended on the type of emotional ambivalence.
As can be seen in Table 12 the interaction was significant for both ambivalence over
expressing positive emotion (∆R2 = .04, F change (1, 120) = 4.84, p < .05) and for
ambivalence over expressing negative emotion (∆R2 = .03, F change (1, 120) = 4.00, p <
.05). As shown in Figure 3, the direction of the interaction was contrary to my
predictions. Among males, there was a negative relationship between prosocial teasing
and masculine role conformity for those who reported high levels of emotional
ambivalence (total score), whereas this relationship was positive for those who express
low levels of emotional ambivalence (total score). The interactions using positive and
negative emotional ambivalence as moderators revealed very similar patterns.
Do Homophobic Individuals rely on Prosocial Teasing to Safely and Indirectly
Express Positive Feelings to Same-sex Peers?
As shown in Table 13, prosocial teasing was positively correlated with overall
emotional expressiveness for the total sample (r = .15, p < .05) and for males (r = .19, p <
.05). Prosocial teasing was also positively correlated with expression of positive emotions
for the total sample (r = .17, p < .01). Not surprisingly, prosocial teasing was unrelated to
disdain toward homosexuality (i.e., homophobia). Thus, there is no simple relationship
between homophobia and the tendency to use prosocial teasing. To test the prediction that
individuals higher in homophobia would show a stronger association between prosocial
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Figure 3
Emotional ambivalence moderated the relationship between masculine role conformity
and prosocial teasing
Low Emotional Ambivalence
High Emotional Ambivalence
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Table 13
Correlations between the PTQ and homophobia and emotional expressiveness for the total
sample (n = 250) and for males and females separately (124 male, 126 female), with
significant differences (two-tailed) noted for males and females
Total Sample
CMNI-Distain

Males

Females
-.10

Difference

.00

.10

n.s.

Positive Emotion

.17**

.17†

Expression of Intimacy

.05

.12

-.06

n.s.

Negative Emotion

.11†

.10

.11

n.s.

Total Score

.15*

.19*

.10

n.s.

EEQ
.15†

n.s.

Note. CMNI-Disdain = Conformity to Masculine Norms Inventory – Disdain toward
Homosexuality subscale; PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire; EEQ = Emotional
Expressiveness Questionnaire
†

p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01
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teasing and the expression of positive emotion or intimacy, I first conducted a regression
analysis with disdain toward homosexuality (i.e., homophobia), expression of positive
emotion, and the product of these variables as predictors of prosocial teasing as the
outcome variable. The results of the regression analysis (see Table 14) indicated that the
interaction was non-significant. Using the same methodology, I also conducted three
additional regression analyses substituting expression of positive emotions with the
emotional expressiveness total score and the two remaining subscales. This was done to
determine whether the predicted moderation effect depended on the type of emotional
expressiveness. There was no significant interaction using expression of intimacy or the
total score. However, a significant interaction was found when expression of negative
emotion was used as the moderator variable (∆R2 = .02, F change (1, 246) = 4.21, p <
.05). Figure 4 shows that there was a positive relationship between prosocial teasing and
expression of negative emotions among those who are highly homophobic, whereas this
relationship was slightly negative for those who are low in homophobia.
Is Prosocial Teasing Related to More Avoidant Styles of Resolving Interpersonal
Conflict?
To test the hypothesis that prosocial teasing is positively associated with an
avoidant (i.e., non-confrontational) conflict resolution style, correlations were examined
between conflict resolution styles of the OCCI and the PTQ. However, as shown in Table
15, the expected correlation was not significant for the total sample, although it was
significant at a trend level for females. Surprisingly, the correlation for males was
negative rather than positive (r = -.16, p < .10). The difference between the correlations
for males and females was significant (z = -2.41, p < .05). In contrast, an unexpected

Table 14
Regression analyses examining the interaction between emotional expressiveness and disdain toward homosexuals (predictors) with
prosocial teasing (outcome) for the total sample (n=250)
PTQ (outcome)
Steps and predictors

B

SE B

β

Step 1
EEQ-Total

0.15

0.06

.16*

CMNI-Distain

0.01

0.12

.01

Step 2
EEQ-Total x CMNI-Distain

0.01

0.01

EEQ-Pos

0.30

0.11

.17**

CMNI-Distain

0.03

0.12

.02

Step 2
0.02

df

p

.02

3.02

2, 247

n.s.

.00

0.25

1, 246

n.s.

.03

3.46

2, 247

.05

.00

0.18

1, 246

n.s.

-.03
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-0.01

F

.03

Step 1

EEQ-Pos x CMNI-Distain

∆R2

Step 1
EEQ-Intimacy

0.11

0.14

.05

CMNI-Distain

0.00

0.12

.00

Step 2
EEQ-Intimacy x CMNI-Distain

0.00

0.03

CMNI-Distain

0.29

0.17

-0.03

0.12

0.06

0.03

2, 247

n.s.

.00

0.00

1, 246

n.s.

.01

1.45

2, 247

n.s.

.02

4.21

1, 246

.05

.11†
-.02

Step 2
EEQ-Neg x CMNI-Distain

0.31

.00

Step 1
EEQ-Neg

.00

.13*

Note. CMNI-Disdain = Conformity to Masculine Norms Inventory – Disdain toward Homosexuality subscale; EEQ-Total =
Emotional Expressiveness Questionnaire Total; EEQ-Pos = Expression of Positive Emotion; EEQ-Intimacy = Expression of
Intimacy; EEQ-Neg = Expression of Negative Emotion
†

p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01
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Figure 4
Disdain toward homosexuality (i.e., homophobia) moderated the relationship between the
expression of negative emotion and prosocial teasing

Prosocial Teasing

85

Low Disdain toward Homosexuality
High Disdain toward Homosexuality

80
75
70
65
60
Low Expression of Negative Emotion High Expression of Negative Emotion

105
Table 15
Correlations between the PTQ and conflict resolution styles for the total sample (n =
250) and for males and females separately (124 male, 126 female), with significant
differences (two-tailed) noted for males and females
Total Sample

Males

Females

Difference

OCCI
Non-Confrontation

.01

-.16†

.15†

.05

Solution-Oriented

.05

.02

.09

n.s.

Control-Oriented

.24***

.25**

.24**

n.s.

Note. PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire; OCCI = Organizational
Communication Conflict Inventory
†

p < .10, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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positive correlation was found between prosocial teasing and control-oriented resolution style for
the total sample and for males and females separately (rs ranging from .24 to .25).
What is the Relationship between Prosocial Teasing and Psychological Well-being?
Table 16 presents the correlations between prosocial teasing and measures of
psychological well-being. For the total sample, prosocial teasing was positively correlated with
hostility and negative emotion. While no significant correlations were found between prosocial
teasing and any of the measures of psychological well-being among females, several associations
were significant for males. Among males, prosocial teasing was positively correlated with
depression, obsessive-compulsive behaviour, hostility, general distress, and negative emotion.
The prediction that individuals lower in rejection sensitivity would report a greater degree of
prosocial teasing was not supported by the data. The correlation between rejection sensitivity and
prosocial teasing was significantly lower for males than for females at a trend level (z = -1.68, p
< .10).
Discussion
Overall, the results in this chapter present a mixed picture of prosocial teasing and
suggest that it may be used for more negative social purposes than what I originally proposed.
While prosocial teasing has been discussed as a positively-intended form of humour, the data
suggest that it may also be used in more aggressive ways. The following discussion explores this
in greater detail and follows the same organization as the results section.
The Dark Triad
As noted earlier, previous research has shown that affiliative and aggressive humour
styles are positively associated with personality traits of the Dark Triad. In addition, psychopathy
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Table 16
Correlations between the PTQ and measures of psychological well-being for the total
sample and for males and females separately, with significant differences (two-tailed)
noted for males and females
Total Sample

Males

Females

Difference

.07

.18*

-.04

.10

Anxiety

-.01

.01

.02

n.s.

Tension/Stress

-.02

.12

-.08

n.s.

.01

.12

-.04

n.s.

Somatisation

.08

.14

.07

n.s.

Obsessive Compulsive

.08

.22*

.01

.10

Interpersonal Sensitivity

.01

.10

-.03

n.s.

Depression

.08

.18*

.03

n.s.

-.01

.05

.01

n.s.

.26**

.08

n.s.

DASS a
Depression

Total Score
BSI a

Anxiety
Hostility

.18*

Phobic Anxiety

.00

-.02

.08

n.s.

Paranoid Ideation

.10

.14

.09

n.s.

Psychoticism

.08

.12

.09

n.s.

GSI

.08

.18*

.05

n.s.

PANAS b
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Positive Emotion

.07

.03

.11†

n.s.

Negative Emotion

.10*

.17**

.06

n.s.

RSE c

-.04

.03

-.14†

n.s.

RSQ-8 c

-.01

-.15

.08

.10

Note. PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire; DASS = Depression Anxiety Stress
Scale; BSI = Brief Symptom Inventory; GSI = General Severity Index (i.e., general
psychological distress); PANAS = Positive Affect Negative Affect Schedule; RSE =
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale; RSQ-8 = Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire – 8-Item
†

p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01

a

n = 247 (127 males, 120 females)

b

n = 497 (251 males, 246 females)

c

n = 238 (92 males, 146 females)
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(one aspect of the Dark Triad) is often characterized by a manipulative interpersonal style and a
preference for engaging in impulsive thrill-seeking behaviours. Since prosocial teasing contains
elements of affiliative and aggressive humour, I expected positive correlations between prosocial
teasing and narcissism, interpersonal manipulation, risk-taking and sensation seeking, all of
which were supported by the data.
While prosocial teasing was positively related to general narcissism and its
exhibition/entitlement subscale, it was unrelated to the leadership/authority subscale. This is
perhaps unsurprising since many of the items involving the exhibition/entitlement subscale relate
to attention-seeking whereas items belonging to the other subscale involve seeking power. Thus,
individuals who engage in high levels of prosocial teasing tend to be attention-seeking, boastful,
proud, self-absorbed, and not very modest or selfless. Previous research suggests that humour is
used to gain attention and approval from others (Kane et al., 1977), and to increase personal
attractiveness (Cann, Calhoun, & Banks, 1997; Cook & Rice, 2003; Grammer, 1990). Similarly,
prosocial teasers may be more prone to narcissism because the funniness of teases may help
them to garner attention and increase their popularity to facilitate an exaggerated sense of selfworth.
The positive correlations between the PTQ and interpersonal manipulation, sensation
seeking and risk-taking, suggest those who engage in high levels of prosocial teasing are skillful
in influencing or controlling others to their own advantage, exhilarant, adventurous, and not
cautious, dull or straightforward. A number of unexpected positive correlations were also found
between the PTQ and callous affect (i.e., low empathy), erratic/impulsive lifestyle and overall
sub-clinical psychopathy. Previous research has shown these variables to be associated with anti-
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authoritarian misbehaviour (e.g., verbally assaulting authority figures), bullying (physical
bullying, harassing, ridiculing) and a disagreeable personality (Williams & Paulhus, 2004). Thus,
those who engage in high levels of prosocial teasing also tend to be insensitive, impulsive,
unpleasant, and not reliable, stable, considerate or nurturing. The psychopathy-related
correlations were significant for males and not for females. This may suggest that, among
females, sub-clinical psychopathic traits have less influence over their teasing practices or that
women use prosocial teasing for different purposes than men.
Overall, the pattern of correlations suggests that the use of prosocial teasing may not be
as positively-intended as originally conceived. Alternatively, the intentions of prosocial teasers
are likely mixed. Rather than teases being either prosocial or aggressive, the two likely exist as
two poles along a continuum of teasing. While a prosocial tease may be used to express positive
messages about a relationship, the same tease may potentially be used to gain attention,
manipulate or disparage others.
Social Status and Dominance
The predicted positive relationship between the PTQ and pursuit of social status among
males supports the notion that males use prosocial teasing as a form of competitive play to
reinforce social status in group hierarchies. This assertion is further strengthened by the finding
that male prosocial teasers are more interested in social status pursuits than females. Since the
PTQ was unrelated to social dominance, the data did not support the notion that males use
prosocial teasing to assert dominance over other males. Thus, males who report greater levels of
prosocial teasing are more likely to seek social status within their interpersonal relationships, but
are no more likely to be socially dominant. This may simply reflect the view that, among males,
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prosocial teasing serves more affiliative functions such as maintaining or enhancing existing
relationships rather than dominating them.
Emotional Ambivalence and Indirectness
Although I hypothesized that prosocial teasing is a covert means of expressing positive
sentiments for those who have difficulty sharing positive and intimate feelings, the data suggest
that the opposite may be true. The direction of the interaction found between emotional
ambivalence and indirectness in predicting the PTQ indicates that prosocial teasing is actually
more common among those who communicate indirectly and have difficulty expressing their
negative emotions. In considering why this is the case, it is worth noting that the majority of
items on the negative emotional ambivalence subscale of the AEQ involve anger, namely
conflict over expressing anger or expressing it and then feeling guilty about having done so.
Thus, those who tend to communicate in indirect ways may use prosocial teasing to covertly
express their anger.
Previous research with the AEQ has shown that emotional ambivalence is positively
associated with depression (Mongrain & Zuroff, 1994) and rumination (King, Emmons, &
Woodley, 1992) and may prolong negative mood states (Katz & Campbell, 1994). It is possible
that the provocative aspect of prosocial teasing may act as an outlet for emotionally ambivalent
individuals to express anger (i.e., in an indirect and playful way) who would otherwise ruminate
about the emotion if it remained suppressed. The results may alternatively suggest that prosocial
teasing may be used to express passive-aggressive messages. High scores on the AEQ are related
to greater submissiveness and less positivity in close relationships (Mongrain & Vettese, 2003).
Thus, when emotionally ambivalent individuals harbor resentment toward others, they may use
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prosocial teasing to covertly and indirectly express hostility. The playful context of prosocial
teasing would presumably allow them to disavow any negative intentions (e.g., “I was just
kidding”). In either case, this interaction also suggests that prosocial teasing may be used to
communicate mixed messages (i.e., individuals may have positive and negative intents when
deciding to engage in prosocial teasing).
Traditional Masculinity and Emotional Ambivalence
The direction of the interactions found between conformity to masculine norms and
emotional ambivalence in predicting the PTQ did not support the notion that prosocial teasing is
more likely to be used as a mode of positive emotional expression by traditionally masculine
men who have difficulty expressing their positive and intimate emotions. In fact, the results
suggest that prosocial teasing is more likely to occur among traditionally masculine males who
have little difficulty expressing any of their emotions. My original prediction appears to be
applicable only to men who are low in masculinity.
It is challenging to explain why this may be the case. One possibility is that traditionally
masculine males may believe that having difficulty expressing emotions is a weakness and are
therefore less likely to admit to having such issues. Thus, they may not have answered items on
the AEQ in an honest manner. Alternatively, the population sampled may have biased the results.
University-educated males, relative to others, are presumably more verbal and open-minded.
Since the present research used a young adult university sample, the males who participated may
have been less traditionally masculine and had less difficulties expressing how they feel. The
CMNI also negatively correlates with social desirability (Mahalik et al., 2003) and involves
emotional control, not emotional restriction. Thus, high scorers on the CMNI do not particularly
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care what others think of them and may be likely to express their emotions under certain
conditions, particularly with prosocial teasing, since it involves the use of aggression. In any
case, future research should seek to replicate these results in different populations to confirm or
clarify the relationships between the associated variables.
Homophobia and Emotional Expressiveness
The direction of the interaction found between homophobia and emotional expressiveness
in predicting the PTQ did not support the idea that highly homophobic individuals are more
likely to engage in prosocial teasing to safely convey positive and intimate feelings to same-sex
peers (i.e., to avoid homosexual interpretation). The finding that prosocial teasing was positively
related to negative emotional expression among highly homophobic individuals alternatively
suggests that prosocial teasing may be a means by which homophobic individuals express
negative sentiments (primarily anger, since items on the related subscale largely measure that
particular negative emotion).
It is possible that highly homophobic individuals may use prosocial teasing to express
anger and other negative emotions about homosexuals. Previous research has shown that
homophobia is positively correlated with socially conservative beliefs (Heaven & Oxman, 1999)
and right-wing authoritarianism (Whitley, 1999) and thus, such individuals tend to employ
coercion to uphold social conventions and may be hostile and punitive toward those who deviate
from their beliefs (Stenner, 2009). However, gay rights issues are often a personal and politically
volatile topic; thus, those who wish to express negative sentiments about it likely have to do so
indirectly. Since prosocial teasing is an indirect form of communication, it may also serve to
further this alternate goal. More generally, the interaction suggests prosocial teasing may be an
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indirect means of communicating feelings that people typically try to conceal. As with some of
the other unexpected interactions in this chapter, this finding suggests that prosocial teasing may
be used in ways other than the manner I originally proposed.
Conflict Resolution Styles
I hypothesized that prosocial teasing would be positively associated with an avoidant
(i.e., non-confrontational) conflict resolution style since prosocial teasing relies on indirect
communication as opposed to more direct styles of self-expression. However, the positive
correlation between the PTQ and control-oriented, and the lack of correlation with nonconfrontation, suggest that prosocial teasers tend to approach interpersonal conflict directly
rather than avoid it. Whereas the non-confrontation style involves being indirect and
accommodating, the controlling style involves persistent and forceful arguing and direct
confrontation. The fact that the latter involves aggressive themes is consistent with the
provocative aspects of prosocial teasing. This is likely more true for male prosocial teasers who
are more likely to use confrontation to resolve conflict than females. This finding fits with the
idea that males are more overtly aggressive and that prosocial teasing is a more male-oriented
behaviour.
Psychological Well-Being
As noted previously, affiliative humour has been shown to be positively associated with
aspects of psychological well-being whereas aggressive humour is largely unrelated. Since
prosocial teasing involves elements of both affiliative and aggressive humour, I expected that
those higher in prosocial teasing, relative to others, would report more psychological well-being
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(e.g., self-esteem) and report less psychopathology (e.g., depression, anxiety). However, these
predictions were not supported by the data.
For the total sample, prosocial teasing was unrelated to self-esteem, positive emotion and
measures of psychopathology. Contrary to predictions, prosocial teasing was positively related to
negative emotion which may be attributable to the fact that prosocial teasing involves playful
aggression and those who use it may be predisposed to more aggressive (i.e., negative) emotional
states. The lack of associations with well-being is consistent with research involving aggressive
humour which is similarly unrelated to self-esteem, optimism, and aspects psychopathology
(Martin et al., 2003). Although the differences between genders were not significant in every
case, the overall pattern of correlations suggests that prosocial teasing may be associated with
psychological maladjustment for males; however, future research should explore this further.
Since rejection-sensitive individuals negatively interpret and avoid ambiguous social
situations (e.g., prosocial teasing), I had predicted a negative association between the PTQ and
rejection sensitivity. While this prediction was not supported by the results, male prosocial
teasers were somewhat less sensitive to rejection than were females. Unlike the previous finding,
this suggests that prosocial teasing may be more adaptive for males. Previous research with the
RSQ has shown that males and females do not significantly differ in their mean scores (Downey
& Feldman, 1996) and high scorers tend to (1) anxiously expect rejection and (2) perceive
rejection when presented with ambiguous cues (Downey, Freitas, Michaelis, & Khouri, 1998).
Thus, this slight gender difference may be explained by the fact that males more often engage in
prosocial teasing than females. With repeated exposure, males are more likely to become
accustomed and resilient to its playful, ambiguous and provocative nature.
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Conclusion
The pattern of findings in this chapter suggests that prosocial teasing may be less
benevolent than originally proposed. This is consistent with the notion that, rather than being an
exclusively positively intended form of communication, prosocial teasing may also have several
negative uses. This is apparent in some of the unexpected simple relationships (e.g., callous
affect) and the predicted interactions and social strategies which were not supported by the data.
The results suggest that prosocial teasers tend to be narcissistic, interpersonally
manipulative, low in empathy (i.e., callous affect), sensation-seekers, impulsive risk-takers, and
more controlling (e.g., domineering) when resolving interpersonal conflict. Male prosocial
teasers, relative to females, are more likely to pursue social status and are more confrontational
when resolving interpersonal conflict. From a strategic perspective, the data also suggest that
prosocial teasing is more often used by those who (1) have difficulty expressing their negative
emotions and tend to communicate in indirect ways, (2) are more traditionally masculine and
uninhibited in expressing their emotions in general, and (3) are more homophobic and freely
express their negative emotions.
Since prosocial teasing may involve mixed goals, as suggested by the findings in this
chapter, it is likely differentially related to outcome variables such as relationship quality. The
following chapter investigates which interpersonal variables interact with prosocial teasing to
predict the quality of one’s relationships.
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Chapter 5 – Interpersonal Relationships
The results presented in this chapter examine the relationships between the PTQ and a
number of interpersonal variables to answer one of the main research questions: is prosocial
teasing associated with positive or negative relationship outcomes? To answer this question, all
analyses in this chapter use measures of relationship quality as the outcome variable and
incorporate the data from all three samples. This chapter also introduces the use of informant
data. Simple relationships are presented between PTQ and aspects of relationship quality from
both participant and informant perspectives. As previously argued, since prosocial teasing is
ambiguous and provocative, it is subject to misinterpretation and is more likely to be well
received by targets when delivered by teasers with particular interpersonal characteristics. Thus,
to test the predicted moderating effects, a number of interactions are presented using a variety of
interpersonal predictors (i.e., interpersonal competence, emotional intelligence, social selfesteem, attachment avoidance and anxiety, perspective-taking, and empathic concern).
Data Analysis Procedures
The data in this chapter were analyzed using the same procedures outlined in the previous
chapter. However, unlike the previous chapter, this chapter presents a significant three-way
interaction involving gender which was used to determine whether moderating effects were
different for males and females. To test the predicted three-way interaction, I used regression
analyses in which the predictors were entered in three steps, with relationship quality as the
outcome variable. I first entered the three predictors, centered around the mean, to test main
effects. I then entered the three products of each two-predictor combination. Finally, I entered
the product of all three predictors to test the interactions between them. Three-way interactions
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were significant for only one of the following sections. It can be assumed that, if I present and
discuss only two-way interactions for a particular section, the associated three-way interactions
were found to be non-significant. The procedure for graphing interactions was the same as that
used in the previous chapter; however, in the case of the three-way interaction, moderating
effects were graphed separately for males and females. As with the previous chapter, while many
of the interactions presented in this chapter are significant, it is important to note that they
account for only a small proportion of the variance.
For reference purposes, the tables of simple correlations in this chapter are replicated in
Appendix J with additional comparisons with the Humor Styles Questionnaire (HSQ). In
addition, the means and standard deviations of the measures used in this chapter are presented in
Appendix K.
Results
Does Prosocial Teasing Predict Self-reported Relationship Quality and Perceived
Interpersonal Intimacy?
To investigate whether prosocial teasing was more positively related to self-reported
relationship quality and perceived interpersonal intimacy for males than females, correlations
were examined between self-reported relationship quality (PSS-Fr), perceived interpersonal
intimacy (MIRS) and the PTQ (see Table 17).
For males, prosocial teasing was positively correlated with self-reported relationship
quality (r = .22, p < .05), overall interpersonal intimacy (r = .24, p < .01) and self-disclosure with
friends (r = .22, p < .05). Positive trend-level correlations were also found for males between
prosocial teasing and trust and genuineness with friends. For females, only comfort with friends
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Table 17
Correlations between the PTQ and self-reported relationship quality and perceived
interpersonal intimacy for the total sample and for males and females separately, with
significant differences (two-tailed) noted for males and females
Total Sample

Males

Females

Difference

.16*

.22*

.06

n.s.

Trust

.04

.20†

-.06

.05

Self-Disclosure

.11

.22*

.12

n.s.

Genuineness

.08

.20†

.04

n.s.

-.03

.09

-.06

n.s.

PSS-Fr a
MIRS b

Perceived Empathy
Comfort

.20**

.16

.30***

n.s.

Communication

.04

.06

.10

n.s.

Total Score (Intimacy)

.09

.24*

.06

n.s.

Note. PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire; PSS-Fr = Perceived Social Support
from Friend (Self-report); MIRS = Modified Interpersonal Relationship Scale
†

p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

a

n = 250 (124 males, 126 females)

b

n = 238 (92 males, 146 females)
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was positively correlated with prosocial teasing (r = .30, p < .001). The correlation between
prosocial teasing and trust with friends was significantly higher for males than for females (z =
1.96, p < .05). Thus, among males, being higher in prosocial teasing is related to having greater
interpersonal trust with friends, whereas the association is more negative for females.
As predicted, the overall pattern of correlations was generally more positive for males
than females. This supports the notion that prosocial teasing is more of an adaptive behaviour for
males. However, there were relatively few significant relationships with the total sample. This is
consistent with my general predictions that the association between prosocial teasing and
relationship variables is likely dependent on a third (i.e., moderator) variable. Subsequent
analyses in this chapter will explore this possibility more closely.
Does Interpersonal Competence Moderate the Relationship between Prosocial Teasing and
Relationship Quality?
The simple correlations between prosocial teasing and interpersonal competence are
presented in Table 18. For males, prosocial teasing was positively correlated with total
interpersonal competence, initiating relationships, self-disclosure, and emotional support. In
contrast, among females, none of the correlations were significant. However, the difference
between males and females was significant only for the correlation between prosocial teasing
and initiating relationships (z = 2.50, p < .05). Thus, among males, being higher in prosocial
teasing is associated with having greater relationship initiation skills, whereas this association is
actually slightly negative among females. To test the prediction that individuals higher in
interpersonal competence would show a stronger association between prosocial teasing and
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Table 18
Correlations between the PTQ and interpersonal competence for the total sample (n =
250) and for males and females separately (124 male, 126 female), with significant
differences (two-tailed) noted for males and females
Total Sample

Males

Females

Difference

Initiating Relationships

.05

.20*

-.12

.05

Negative Assertion

.13*

.11

.15†

n.s.

Self-Disclosure

.15*

.21*

.08

n.s.

Emotional Support

.23**

.28*

.16†

n.s.

Managing Conflict

.00

.03

n.s.

Total Score

.16*

.07

n.s.

ICQ

-.02
.23*

Note. PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire; ICQ = Interpersonal Competence
Questionnaire
†

p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01
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relationship quality, I conducted a regression analysis with prosocial teasing and interpersonal
competence (total score), and the product of these variables as predictors of self-reported
relationship quality as the outcome variable. The results of the regression analysis (see Table 19)
indicated that the interaction was non-significant. Using the same methodology, I also conducted
five additional regression analyses, substituting interpersonal competence (total score) with its
five subscales: initiating relationships, negative assertion, self-disclosure, emotional support and
managing conflict. This was done to determine whether the predicted moderation effect
depended on the type of interpersonal competence. As can be seen in Table 19, there were no
significant interactions when using negative assertion, self-disclosure and managing conflict as
the moderators. However, significant interactions were found when using initiating relationships
(∆R2 = .02, F change (1, 246) = 4.46, p < .05) and emotional support (∆R2 = .03, F change (1,
246) = 10.70, p < .01) as moderator variables.
As shown in the following figures, the directions of the interactions were contrary to my
predictions. Figure 5 shows that there was no relationship between prosocial teasing and selfreported relationship quality for those who are highly skilled at initiating relationships whereas
the relationship was positive for those who are poorly skilled at initiating relationships. Figure 6
shows that there was a negative relationship between prosocial teasing and self-reported
relationship quality for those who report high competence in providing emotional support
whereas the relationship was positive for those who report low competence in this domain.

Table 19
Regression analyses examining the interaction between prosocial teasing and interpersonal competence and related subscales
(predictors) with self-reported relationship satisfaction (outcome) for the total sample (n=250)
Relationship Satisfaction (PSS-Fr, outcome)
Steps and predictors

B

SE B

β

Step 1
PTQ

0.03

0.02

.07

ICQ-Total Score

0.12

0.01

.54***

Step 2
ICQ-Total Score x PTQ

0.00

0.00

F

df

p

.31

54.89

2, 247

.001

.01

2.44

1, 246

n.s.

.15

21.35

2, 247

.001

.02

4.46

1, 246

.05

-.09

Step 1
PTQ

0.05

0.02

.14*

ICQ-Initiating Relationships

0.24

0.04

.35***

Step 2

∆R2
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ICQ-Initiating Relationships x PTQ

-0.01

0.00

-.12*

Step 1
PTQ

0.05

0.02

.12†

ICQ-Negative Assertion

0.21

0.04

.30***

Step 2
ICQ-Negative Assertion x PTQ

-0.01

0.00

PTQ

0.03

0.02

.08

ICQ-Self-Disclosure

0.36

0.04

.49***

Step 2

Step 1

0.00

0.00

15.36

2, 247

.001

.01

2.22

1, 246

n.s.

.26

42.68

2, 247

.001

.00

0.64

1, 246

n.s.

.24

38.66

2, 247

.001

-.09

Step 1

ICQ-Self-Disclosure x PTQ

.11

-.05
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PTQ

0.02

0.02

.05

ICQ-Emotional Support

0.44

0.05

.48***

Step 2
ICQ-Emotional Support x PTQ

-0.02

0.01

PTQ

0.06

0.02

.16**

ICQ-Conflict Management

0.27

0.05

.30***

Step 2
-0.01

0.01

10.70

1, 246

.01

.12

16.08

2, 247

.001

.01

1.38

1, 246

n.s.

-.18**

Step 1

ICQ-Conflict Management x PTQ

.03

-.07

Note. PSS-Fr = Perceived Social Support from Friends; PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire; ICQ = Interpersonal
Competence Questionnaire; ICQ-Total Score = Overall Interpersonal Competence
†

p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Figure 5
Competence in initiating relationships moderated the relationship between prosocial
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Figure 6
Emotional support moderated the relationship between prosocial teasing and self-

Relationship Quality (Self-Report)

reported relationship quality
25

Low Emotional Support
High Emotional Support

20
15
10
5
Low Prosocial Teasing

High Prosocial Teasing

128
Do Interpersonal Qualities such as Emotional Intelligence, Social Self-esteem, and
Attachment Orientation Moderate the Relationship between Prosocial Teasing and
Relationship Quality?
The simple correlations between prosocial teasing and emotional intelligence,
social self-esteem, and adult attachment orientation are presented in Table 20. A different
pattern of correlations is seen for males and females. Among males, prosocial teasing was
positively correlated with both emotional intelligence and social self-esteem, whereas
these correlations were either negative or non-significant for females. The differences
between these correlations for males and females were significant (z = 2.13, p < .05; z =
3.02, p < .05, respectively). Thus, for males, being higher in prosocial teasing is related to
higher emotional intelligence and higher self-esteem in social situations. In contrast,
among females, being higher in prosocial teasing is related to lower social self-esteem
and unrelated to emotional intelligence.
To test the hypothesis that individuals higher in emotional intelligence, social
self-esteem and attachment security (i.e., low attachment avoidance or anxiety) would
show stronger associations between prosocial teasing and relationship quality, I
conducted four regression analyses, one for each of the putative moderators interacting
with prosocial teasing in the prediction of self-reported relationship quality. The results
of these regression analyses are presented in Table 21.
The predicted interaction between emotional intelligence and prosocial teasing
was not found. However, the predicted interaction between social self-esteem and
prosocial teasing was significant (∆R2 = .02, F change (1, 246) = 5.55, p < .05). As
shown in Figure 7, the direction of the interaction was contrary to my predictions. Higher
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Table 20
Correlations between the PTQ and measures of emotional intelligence, social self-esteem,
and adult attachment orientation for the total sample (n = 250) and for males and females
separately (124 male, 126 female), with significant differences (two-tailed) noted for
males and females
Total Sample

Males

Females

Difference

TEIQ

.05

.19*

-.09

.05

TSBI

.01

.21*

-.18*

.05

Attachment Anxiety

-.10

-.15†

-.06

n.s.

Attachment Avoidance

-.06

-.17†

.05

.10

AAQ

Note. PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire; TEIQ = Trait Emotional Intelligence
Questionnaire; TSBI = Texas Social Behavior Inventory (Social Self-Esteem); AAQ =
Adult Attachment Questionnaire
†

p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01

Table 21
Regression analyses examining the interaction between prosocial teasing and emotional intelligence, and prosocial teasing and
social self-esteem (predictors) with self-reported relationship satisfaction (outcome) for the total sample (n=250)
PTQ (outcome)
Steps and predictors

B

SE B

β

Step 1
PTQ

0.05

0.02

.13*

TEIQ

0.10

0.01

.45***

Step 2
PTQ x TEIQ

0.00

0.00

PTQ

0.06

0.02

.15**

TSBI

0.21

0.03

.46***

Step 2
0.00

df

p

.23

36.63

2, 247

.001

.00

0.30

1, 246

n.s.

.24

37.92

2, 247

.001

.02

5.55

1, 246

.05

-.13*
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-0.01

F

-.03

Step 1

PTQ x TSBI

∆R2

Step 1
PTQ
Attachment Anxiety

0.05

0.02

-0.16

0.03

0.00

0.00

Attachment Avoidance

0.05

0.02

-0.18

0.03

0.01

0.00

.001

.01

2.46

1, 246

n.s.

.15

21.70

2, 247

.001

.02

6.29

1, 246

.05

.09

.13*
-.35***

Step 2
PTQ x Attachment Avoidance

2, 247

-.36*

Step 1
PTQ

22.10

.12***

Step 2
PTQ x Attachment Anxiety

.15

.15*

Note. PSS-Fr = Perceived Social Support from Friends; PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire; TSBI = Texas Social Behavior
Inventory (“Social Self-Esteem”); TEIQ = Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire
†

p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Figure 7
Social self-esteem moderated the relationship between prosocial teasing and self-reported
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levels of prosocial teasing were associated with higher self-reported relationship quality among
those who are low in social self-esteem, whereas there was no association between these
variables for those who are high in social self-esteem.
With regard to the attachment measure, attachment anxiety did not show a significant
moderating effect, but attachment avoidance did produce a significant effect (∆R2 = .02, F
change (1, 246) = 6.29, p < .05). As shown in Figure 8, the direction of the interaction was
contrary to my predictions. Almost no relationship existed between prosocial teasing and selfreported relationship quality for those who are low in attachment avoidance (i.e., those who are
high in emotional security) whereas the relationship was positive for those who are high in
attachment avoidance.
Do Perspective-taking and Empathic Concern Moderate the Relationship between
Prosocial Teasing and Relationship Quality?
Table 22 shows the simple correlations between prosocial teasing and perspective taking
and empathic concern. Not surprisingly, none of the associations were significant; thus, there is
no simple relationship between these variables. However, my predictions suggested an
interaction. To test the hypothesis that individuals higher in perspective-taking skills and
empathic concern would show stronger associations between prosocial teasing and relationship
quality, I conducted a regression analysis with prosocial teasing, perspective-taking, and gender
and the product of these variables as predictors of self-reported relationship quality as the
outcome variable. The results of the regression analysis (see Table 23) indicated that the
interaction was non-significant. Using the same methodology, I conducted a second regression
analysis substituting perspective-taking with empathic concern. As seen in Table 23, the
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Figure 8
Attachment avoidance moderated the relationship between prosocial teasing and self-reported
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Table 22
Correlations between the PTQ and measures of interpersonal reactivity, perspective
taking and empathic concern for the total sample (n = 250) and for males and females
separately (124 male, 126 female), with significant differences (two-tailed) noted for
males and females
Total Sample

Males

Females

Difference

IRI-Perspective Taking

-.07

-.07

-.08

n.s.

IRI-Empathic Concern

.06

.10

.00

n.s.

Note. PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire; IRI = Interpersonal Reactivity
Inventory
†

p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01

Table 23
Regression analyses examining the interaction between prosocial teasing, perspective-taking or empathic concern and gender
(predictors) with self-reported relationship satisfaction (PSS-Fr; outcome) for the total sample (n=250)
PTQ (outcome)
Steps and predictors

B

SE B

β

Step 1
Perspective-taking

0.14

0.06

.15*

PTQ

0.06

0.02

.16**

Gender

0.88

0.26

.21***

Step 2
IRI–Perspective-taking x PTQ

0.00

0.01

.00

IRI–Perspective-taking x Gender

0.04

0.06

.04

-0.03

0.02

-.06

PTQ x Gender
Step 3
PTQ x IRI– Perspective x Gender

0.00

0.01

∆R2

F

df

p

.09

8.46

3, 246

.001

.01

0.52

3, 243

n.s.

.00

0.00

1, 242

n.s.

-.04
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Step 1
Empathic Concern

0.21

0.06

.21**

PTQ

0.05

0.02

.14*

Gender

0.70

0.26

.17**

Step 2
IRI–Empathy x PTQ
IRI–Empathy x Gender
PTQ x Gender

-0.01

0.01

-.07

0.03

0.06

.03

-0.02

0.03

-.04

Step 3
PTQ x IRI–Empathy x Gender

-0.01

0.01

.11

10.31

3, 246

.001

.01

0.78

3, 243

n.s.

.02

4.61

1, 242

.05

-.15*

Note. PSS-Fr = Perceived Social Support from Friends; IRI–Perspective-taking = Interpersonal Reactivity Inventory –
Perspective-taking; IRI-Empathy = Interpersonal Reactivity Inventory - Empathic Concern; PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire
†

p < .10, * p < .05, **, p < .01, *** p < .001
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three-way interaction was significant, indicating that the moderating effect of empathic
concern differs for males and females (∆R2 = .02, F change (1, 246) = 4.61, p < .05).
The direction of the interactions was inconsistent with my predictions. Figure 9 shows
that, for males, there is a slightly positive relationship between prosocial teasing and
relationship quality, whether they are high or low in empathic concern. However, for
females, there is a negative relationship between prosocial teasing and relationship
quality for those who report high levels of empathic concern whereas the association is
strongly positive for those who report low levels of empathic concern.
Thus, the results for females follow the same deficit pattern found with
interpersonal competence. Prosocial teasing was related to improved relationship quality,
but only for those who report low empathic skills. However, this pattern was not true for
males for whom prosocial teasing was positively related to relationship satisfaction,
irrespective of their reported empathic skills.
Which Humour Styles Moderate the Relationship between Prosocial Teasing and
Relationship Quality?
To test the hypothesis that individuals higher in affiliative humour and lower in
aggressive humour would show stronger associations between prosocial teasing and
relationship quality, I conducted two regression analyses using affiliative and aggressive
humour (analyzed separately) and the product of these variables as predictors of selfreported relationship quality. Given the strong inter-correlations between prosocial
teasing and humour styles, I used the same methodology to investigate whether selfenhancing and self-defeating humour styles moderated the relationship between prosocial
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Figure 9
Empathic concern moderated the relationship between prosocial teasing, gender and
self-reported relationship quality
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Table 24
Regression analyses examining the interaction between the PTQ and humour styles of the HSQ (predictors) with self-reported
relationship quality (PSS-Fr; outcome) for the total sample
Steps and Predictors

B

SE B

β

Step 1
PTQ

0.01

0.02

.03

HSQ-Af

0.30

0.04

.48***

Step 2
PTQ x HSQ-Af

-0.01

0.00

PTQ

0.05

0.02

.14*

HSQ-Se

0.15

0.03

.30***

Step 2
-0.01

0.00

F

df

.24

39.04

2, 247

.001

.01

2.20

1, 246

n.s.

.12

16.18

2, 247

.001

.02

4.37

1, 246

.05

p

-.09

Step 1

PTQ x HSQ-Se

∆R2

-.13*
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Step 1
PTQ
HSQ-Ag

0.08

0.03

-0.07

0.04

0.00

0.00

HSQ-Sd

0.03

.21**

-0.09

0.03

-.17**

Step 2
0.00

0.00

.05

.00

0.10

1, 246

n.s.

.05

6.66

2, 247

.01

.00

0.20

1, 246

n.s.

-.02

0.08

PTQ x HSQ-Sd

2, 247

-.11

Step 1
PTQ

4.48

.19**

Step 2
PTQ x HSQ-Ag

.04

.03

Note. PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire; HSQ = Humor Styles Questionnaire; HSQ-Af = Affiliative Humour Style; HSQ-Se
= Self-Enhancing Humour Style; HSQ-Ag = Aggressive Humour Style; HSQ-Sd = Self-Defeating Humour Style; PSS-Fr =
Perceived Social Support from Friends
†

p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

a

n = 250; b n = 282
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teasing and relationship quality, although I made no specific predictions with respect to
potential directions of the moderation effect.
The results of the regression analyses (see Table 24) indicated that the interactions
for affiliative, aggressive and self-defeating humour were non-significant. However, selfenhancing humour did show a significant moderating effect (∆R2 = .02, F change (1, 246)
= 4.37, p < .05). Figure 10 shows that there is almost no relationship between prosocial
teasing and self-reported relationship quality for those who are high in self-enhancing
humour whereas the relationship is positive for those who are low in self-enhancing
humour.
Are Family and Friends Satisfied in their Relationships with Prosocial Teasers?
To investigate whether prosocial teasing behaviour, as rated by friends and
family, was negatively related to the quality of their relationship with prosocial teasers,
correlations were calculated between informant-reported relationship satisfaction (i.e.,
PNRQS) and the PTQ-I (i.e., which assesses prosocial teasing from the perspective of
family and friends). Consistent with my predictions, Table 25 shows that informantreported prosocial teasing was negatively correlated with informant-reported total and
positive relationship satisfaction (rs ranging from -.16 to -.24) and positively correlated
with informant-reported negative relationship satisfaction (rs ranging from .18 to .21) for
the total sample and for females.
Discussion
Overall, many of my predictions were not supported by the data. Nonetheless, a
number of significant interactions were found. Since they largely occurred in the opposite
direction than predicted, they suggest a somewhat alternative conceptualization of
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Figure 10
Self-enhancing humour moderated the relationship between prosocial teasing and self-
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Table 25
Correlations between the PTQ-I with informant-reported relationship satisfaction
(PNRQS) for the total sample (n=283) and for males and females separately (122
informant scores for male participants, 161 informant scores for female participants)
Total Sample

Males

Females

Difference

Positive Satisfaction

-.16**

-.10

-.19*

n.s.

Negative Satisfaction

.18**

.15

.21**

n.s.

-.20***

-.15†

-.24**

n.s.

PNRQS b

Total Satisfaction

Note. PTQ-I = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire – Informant Version; PNRQS =
Positive and Negative Relationships Quality Scale (Informant)
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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prosocial teasing. The following discussion explores this in greater detail and follows the
same organization as the results section.
Does Prosocial Teasing Predict Self-reported Relationship Quality and Perceived
Interpersonal Intimacy?
As noted previously, the provocation inherent in prosocial teasing likely makes it
a more adaptive behaviour for males; thus, I predicted that the correlations between
prosocial teasing and self-reported relationship quality (i.e., PSS-Fr) and perceived
interpersonal intimacy (i.e., MIRS) would be more strongly positive for males than for
females. While the differences between correlations of interpersonal intimacy were not
always statistically significant, the correlations were generally more positive for males
than females (i.e., relationship quality, trust, self-disclosure, overall intimacy). These
findings lend support for my predictions and are consistent with the idea that prosocial
teasing is a more adaptive and normative behaviour for males. Moreover, the positive
correlation between the PTQ and PSS-Fr suggests that individuals who report a lot of
prosocial teasing believe they have very positive relationships.
Males engage in prosocial teasing to a greater extent than females (and
presumably, are more often the targets of prosocial teases). With increased exposure to
teasing, males likely become more resilient to its playful aggression and accustomed to
ironic forms of communication. This likely enhances their ability to convey and
accurately interpret the latent positive messages inherent in prosocial teases. Thus, it is
plausible that male prosocial teasers, relative to females, are more likely to experience
greater intimacy and trust with friends because they are presumably better at delivering
prosocial teasing and adept at interpreting its meanings.
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Research suggests that, relative to males, females tend to adopt more affiliative
communication strategies such as showing agreement and support, particularly when
speaking with other females (Carli, 1990; Leaper, 1994). Given the provocative nature of
prosocial teasing, female prosocial teasers may be perceived as aversive, especially when
prosocially teasing other females. As the data suggests, females would likely only engage
in the behaviour when they perceive high levels of comfort with friends (i.e., who would
likely be receptive to teasing).
It is worth noting that, regardless of gender, the PSS-Fr and MIRS are self-report
measures and therefore measure perceived interpersonal intimacy and relationship
quality. Since teasers have been shown to overestimate the positive impact of their teases,
this may generalize to overestimating the quality and amount of intimacy experienced in
their relationships.
Does Interpersonal Competence Moderate the Relationship between Prosocial
Teasing and Relationship Quality?
The positive correlations between the PTQ and negative assertion, self-disclosure,
emotional support and overall interpersonal competence suggest that, relative to others,
prosocial teasers perceive themselves as having higher interpersonal skills. I
hypothesized that prosocial teasing would enhance relationships, but only when done in a
socially skilled manner. Thus, I predicted that among those with higher interpersonal
competence, prosocial teasing would be more strongly positively associated with
relationship quality. However, the moderation analyses revealed interactions that were
contrary to my predictions. In particular, there was no relationship between prosocial
teasing and self-reported relationship quality for those who are highly skilled at initiating
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relationships and providing emotional support, whereas the relationship was positive for
those who are poorly skilled in these domains. Thus, prosocial teasing is related to
increased quality in relationships only for those who report having interpersonal deficits.
The interaction suggests a different picture of prosocial teasing than the one I originally
conceptualized. Although it is contrary to my predictions, in hindsight, it makes
considerable sense. Those who are highly emotionally supportive, socially confident and
gifted in initiating relationships are equipped with a wealth of interpersonal skills. In
general, they are good conversationalists, confident at suggesting enjoyable activities
with prospective new friends and are sensitive listeners who provide advice and support
in ways that are well-received. Relative to others, they report greater social and emotional
sensitivity, greater well-being, greater popularity and experience less loneliness
(Buhrmester et al., 1988). Their repertoire of interpersonal skills is likely sufficient to
build and maintain good relationships. Presumably, additional strategies such as prosocial
teasing are not necessary to achieve the same end. Moreover, their supportive
interpersonal style may be too incongruous with prosocial teases to be perceived as funny
or enjoyed by targets. Since the use of playful aggression is substantially different than
their generally warm demeanor, targets may be more likely to perceive their teases as
literal and hostile.
In contrast, those who are poorly skilled in these areas may be experienced by
others as unassertive, socially awkward and emotionally callous. The aggressiveness of
prosocial teasers is likely more consistent with their insensitive and awkward
interpersonal approach. Their use of prosocial teasing may actually be more likeable than
their more aversive and habitual interpersonal style. Moreover, prosocial teasing requires
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effort and, given its subtlety, presumably requires creativity and cleverness. Prosocial
teasing among those who are less interpersonally competent may be positively perceived
as demonstrating some competence or at least making social effort to connect with others.
Overall, these results suggest that individuals use prosocial teasing as a compensatory
strategy in their relationships to make up for interpersonal deficits.
Do Interpersonal Qualities such as Emotional Intelligence, Social Self-esteem, and
Attachment Orientation Moderate the Relationship between Prosocial Teasing and
Relationship Quality?
I hypothesized that prosocial teasing could potentially enhance relationships when
done by those who are emotionally intelligent, socially confident (i.e., high social selfesteem) or emotionally secure (i.e., low attachment avoidance or anxiety). Thus, I
predicted moderating effects of emotional intelligence, social self-esteem, and attachment
security on the relationship between prosocial teasing and relationship quality.
The prediction that emotional intelligence (EI) would moderate the relationship
between prosocial teasing and relationship quality was not supported by the data. The
lack of relationship may be explained by the fact that I used a short-form measure of EI
which measured global emotional intelligence. Longer measures of EI (e.g., TEIQue fullscale version; Petrides, 2009) contain more items which allow for meaningful subscale
reliabilities and interpretations. It is possible that EI facets such as emotionality and
sociability do interact with prosocial teasing to predict greater relationship quality
whereas the facets of well-being and self-control may be unrelated. As a result, possible
interactions involving some facets may have been negated by other unrelated facets since
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the short-form of the scale combines all facets into a single construct. Future research
should explore which EI facets interact with the PTQ to predict relationship quality.
The direction of the interaction between social self-esteem and the PTQ in
predicting relationship quality did not support the notion that prosocial teasers are likely
to have better relationships when they are highly socially confident. My original
prediction appears to be applicable only to those with low social self-esteem. This finding
is consistent with the compensatory strategy theme. Given the conceptual similarity
between social confidence and interpersonal competence, the speculations as to why
prosocial teasers with poor social self-esteem, relative to others, are more likely to have
better quality relationships are the same as the previous section (e.g., increases likeability,
demonstrates social effort, etc.). Similarly, those with high social self-esteem likely
possess a number of other interpersonal strengths and communication strategies which
would lessen their reliance on prosocial teasing to enhance their relationships.
The notion that secure attachment would facilitate better relationships through
prosocial teasing was not supported by the data. Consistent with the compensatory
strategy theme, those with high attachment avoidance were likely to have better
relationships the more they prosocially teased. Since securely attached individuals are
comfortable with closeness in their relationships, it is likely that they are at ease with
expressing their positive and intimate feelings directly rather than relying on more
defensive and indirect strategies such as prosocial teasing. In contrast, individuals with
high attachment avoidance often suppress their emotions, dismiss the importance of
relationships and, relative to others, are less likely to overtly seek intimacy with others.
Such individuals tend to value a high degree of self-sufficiency and independence which
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is theorized to protect themselves from possible interpersonal rejection (Hazan & Shaver,
1987). For such people, prosocial teasing may be a means of deviating from this solitary
and withdrawn interpersonal style. It may help them to more intimately and engagingly
connect with others (i.e., rather than pull away) using humour and enhance the quality of
their relationships. While attachment avoidance moderated the relationship between
prosocial teasing and relationship quality, attachment anxiety did not. It is possible that
anxiously attached individuals as a group are too heterogeneous to make reliable
predictions. Alternatively, their anxious preoccupations about approval or rejection may
cause them to prosocially tease in ingratiating or desperate ways which may reduce the
effectiveness of prosocial teasing and offset any positive relationship effects.
Overall, the compensatory strategy theme continues to emerge: prosocial teasing
is associated with enhanced relationships only among those who have poor social selfesteem and a tendency to avoid or withdraw from closeness and intimacy in relationships.
Do Perspective-taking and Empathic Concern Moderate the Relationship between
Prosocial Teasing and Relationship Quality?
Empathy and perspective taking abilities can help individuals communicate in
sensitive ways. Therefore, I hypothesized that those high in these abilities, relative to
others, would have better relationships when they prosocial teased.
The significant interaction for empathic concern revealed very different patterns
for males and females. My predictions were confirmed for males only and are consistent
with the notion that prosocial teasing is more of a male-oriented behaviour. While male
prosocial teasers were more likely to report better relationship quality when they were
highly empathic, female prosocial teasers were more likely to report better relationship
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quality when they were emotionally callous (i.e., low in empathy). The direction of the
interaction for females is consistent with the compensatory strategy theme.
The gender difference may be explained by the fact that males engage in prosocial
teasing to a greater extent than females so it is likely perceived as normative by other
males. Greater exposure to prosocial teasing likely enhances their abilities to understand
it, make appropriate positive attributions, and enhance their relationships with other
males. It may also be the case that males and females use prosocial teasing for different
purposes. Whereas males may use prosocial teasing to simply have fun or express
intimacy, females may use prosocial teasing for more strategic purposes such as
compensating for interpersonal shortcomings.
While my predictions involving interactions with empathic concern were
confirmed for males, the predicted interaction involving its counterpart, perspectivetaking, was non-significant. This difference may be explained by the fact that empathy
involves an emotional response to another person whereas perspective-taking refers more
to the cognitive capacity to take the perspective of another. Although empathy and
perspective taking are related, having the cognitive capacity take the perspectives of
others does not necessarily imply that one feels emotionally connected or invested. Males
with high trait empathy likely have relational histories with targets characterized by
emotional validation and connectedness. This positive history (e.g., feeling understood
and valued) likely helps targets make positive attributions about the intentions of highly
empathic prosocial teasers. Merely possessing a greater cognitive capacity to assume the
mental states of others does not necessarily make one more emotionally attuned and
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responsive; thus, prosocial teasing among such individuals may not lead to better
relationships.
Which Humour Styles Moderate the Relationship between Prosocial Teasing and
Relationship Quality?
I hypothesized that prosocial teasing would enhance or harm relationships
depending on the humour styles of the teaser. Specifically, I predicted that the
relationship between prosocial teasing and relationship quality would be positive for
those who engage in high levels of affiliative humour and lower for those who engage in
high levels of aggressive humour.
The non-significant interactions suggest that prosocial teasers who are high in
affiliative humour or low in aggressive humour, relative to others, are no more likely to
have higher quality relationships. However, the unexpected interaction involving and
self-enhancing humour and prosocial teasing was consistent with the compensatory
strategy pattern. That is, prosocial teasing was associated with higher quality
relationships among those who tend not to use humour for perspective-taking, emotionregulation and coping. Research with the HSQ has shown that self-enhancing humour is
positively associated with social intimacy and well-being (Martin et al., 2003) so
individuals who are low in this humour style may be overly serious, distressed and have
greater difficulty forming and maintaining relationships with others. Such individuals
may use prosocial teasing to express playfulness and cause others to laugh which, in turn,
may increase their likeability and the quality of their relationships.
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Are Family and Friends Satisfied in their Relationships with Prosocial Teasers?
One theme that emerged from the data is the notion that prosocial teasers have a
“positivity bias” in which they overestimate the extent to which others enjoy being in
relationships with them. As noted earlier, the positive correlation between the PTQ and
self-report measure of relationship quality suggests that individuals who report a lot of
prosocial teasing report having very positive relationships. However, the predicted
negative correlation between informant-reported prosocial teasing and relationship
quality presents a different picture. While prosocial teasers report having better
relationships the more they tease, the targets report the opposite: the more targets observe
prosocial teasing, the less they like the teaser.
This discrepancy is consistent with previous research that teasers do not
accurately perceive the negative impact of their teases on relationships (Kruger et al.,
2006). It further suggests that prosocial teasing may not be as positive as originally
conceived. While prosocial teasers may intend their teases to convey positive meanings,
this sort of teasing may actually have a negative effect on relationships. Rather than being
perceived as prosocial, such teases may be perceived by targets as aggressive.
The reason for this discrepancy is not likely due to self-deception or impression
management, in the sense that prosocial teasers may defensively over-report the quality
of their relationships because they have doubts about the quality of their relationships. As
previously noted in Chapter 2, prosocial teasing was unrelated to self-deceptive
enhancement (and negatively related to impression management). It is possible that
prosocial teasers, relative to others, have poor insight into the interpersonal impact of
their behaviour.

154
Conclusion
The pattern of findings in this chapter suggests that, while prosocial teasers may
have positive intentions, their teases may negatively impact their relationships with
family and friends. In addition, prosocial teasing is likely a compensatory strategy that
may help make up for a variety of interpersonal deficits. Finally, prosocial teasing is
more likely a more adaptive behaviour for males since it is generally more related to
favourable relational outcomes relative to females.
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Chapter 6 – Conclusion and General Discussion
This final chapter will begin with a review of the original prosocial teasing model.
Following that is an overview of the findings organized around the three main chapters of
results and discussion. Next is a discussion of how the results suggest potential revisions
to the original model of prosocial teasing. The chapter concludes with a review of study
limitations and future directions.
Original Model of Prosocial Teasing
Prosocial teasing was presented as a positively-intended form of teasing which
relies on the playful use of seemingly negative remarks (e.g., “You’re such an idiot”),
which are incongruent with an established relationship, and aims to ironically and
indirectly express positive messages (e.g., “I like you”). Three core facets of prosocial
teasing were proposed, namely that it: (1) indirectly expresses positive messages about
relationships (e.g., affection, liking, acceptance); (2) is fun and enjoyable (e.g., produces
positive emotion and laughter); and (3) relies on the use of playful provocation.
Reversal theory was used as a conceptual framework to help explain how
prosocial teasing works. When prosocial teasing occurs between two individuals with a
positive relationship history, cognitive synergy (i.e., comic incongruity) results from the
discrepancy between the positive schema for the relationship and the provocation of the
prosocial tease. This inconsistency cues targets to look beyond the negative surface
meaning of the tease and interpret the positive latent message, while enjoying the
amusing aspects of the message. The diminishment (i.e., put-down element) inherent in
prosocial teasing helps to heighten emotional arousal which is experienced as funny and
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pleasurable so long as both individuals are in the paratelic state (i.e., playful state of
mind).
Prosocial teasing is an ambiguous form of communication which always involves
some degree of social risk. While prosocial teasers can be more sure of their intentions,
targets will always find teasing remarks ambiguous to a certain extent. Thus, targets may
interpret the meaning of prosocial teases in a variety of positive and negative ways that
may enhance or harm the relationship. Refer to Figures 11 and 12 which outline how
prosocial teasing may lead to positive or negative outcomes. In order to help targets infer
the underlying positive meanings of prosocial teases (and reduce the risk of them being
misinterpreted as literal and hostile), teasers rely on meta-signals (e.g., smiling,
exaggerated speech) whereas targets rely on information about the quality of their
relationship with teasers. These and other factors that likely impact the perception of
prosocial teasing are presented in Figure 13.
As a social and communication strategy, prosocial teasing may be a means of:
indirectly expressing affection and closeness, reinforcing relationships, and maintaining
face. Finally, given the playfully aggressive nature of prosocial teasing and the fact that
males are more physically and verbally aggressive than females, prosocial teasing is
likely a more male-oriented behaviour.
The Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire (PTQ)
The PTQ represents a novel individual differences approach to measuring
prosocial teasing behaviour, a mode of humorous communication that is not wellresearched. Its 20 items demonstrated high internal consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha
of .89. Individual items did not appear to be contaminated by social desirability bias.
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Figure 11
Conceptual model illustrating how prosocial teasing may lead to positive relationship
outcomes

158
Figure 12
Conceptual model illustrating how prosocial teasing may lead to negative relationship
outcomes
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Figure 13
Factors impacting the perception of prosocial teasing
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The factor structure of the PTQ was consistent with the three core facets proposed in the
original prosocial teasing model (i.e., indirect positive messages, fun and enjoyment, and
playful provocation). Males were more likely to engage in prosocial teasing than females.
There was also a considerable amount of support for the validity of the PTQ. The positive
association between the PTQ and its informant counterpart, the PTQ-I, suggests that
prosocial teasing behaviour reported by respondents on the PTQ is observable by family
and friends. The PTQ also demonstrated convergent validity with a number of related
variables including measures of playfulness, seriousness, sarcasm and all four humour
styles of the HSQ (see Figure 14). Overall, the results provide promising evidence for use
of PTQ as a research instrument. The scale is reliable, has a sound internal structure, and
correlates sensibly with other theoretically-related variables.
What Types of Individuals Engage in Prosocial Teasing?
The results suggest that prosocial teasers are largely characterized by a number of
negative and maladaptive traits. Those who engage in prosocial teasing tend to be
sarcastic, disagreeable, narcissistic, interpersonally manipulative, lacking in empathy,
sensation-seeking, impulsive, controlling when resolving interpersonal conflict, and
unconcerned with what others think of them (refer to Figure 15). Moreover, they tend to
be adventurous, attention-seeking, self-absorbed, insensitive and not very timid, cautious,
modest, considerate or nurturing. Relative to others, prosocial teasers tend to experience
more negative emotion, but otherwise are no more or less likely to have problems with
their psychological well-being.
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Figure 14
Convergent validity of the PTQ
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Figure 15
Summary of correlations between PTQ and various personality traits
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I expected that certain types of individuals would be more likely to use prosocial
teasing as a social strategy than others. Since prosocial teasing involves ambiguity and is
an indirect, safe and defensive means of expressing positive and intimate feelings, I
predicted that it would be used more frequently by (1) indirect communicators who have
difficulty expressing their emotions; (2) homophobic and emotionally expressive
individuals who wish to express affection to members of the same sex; (3) traditionally
masculine and emotionally ambivalent males who are unable to express vulnerable
feelings directly; and (4) males who wish to assert their social status with other males.
While the findings support the notion that males use prosocial teasing to assert
social status with other males, my other predictions were not supported by the results. In
fact, many of the results were in the opposite direction to what was expected. For
example, prosocial teasing is more common among: (1) indirect communicators who
have difficulty expressing their negative (rather than positive) emotions; (2) those who
are highly homophobic and who freely and openly express their negative feelings; and (3)
traditionally masculine males who freely express all types of emotions, including intimate
and vulnerable ones. These unexpected findings suggest that prosocial teasing may be
used to express negative messages in passive-aggressive ways and as a means to
indirectly express negative emotions and beliefs (e.g., expressing homophobic or other
stereotypical views). Rather than prosocial teasing being a means to save face and
communicate positive and intimate feelings in covert and safe ways, the pattern of
findings suggest instead that people may use prosocial teasing to communicate negative
feelings which they typically conceal.
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How is Prosocial Teasing Associated with Relationships?
With respect to relationships, the results suggest that prosocial teasers have a
“positivity bias” such that they tend to view their relationships more positively than do
their friends and family. Male participants reported having better relationships the more
they used prosocial teasing. In contrast, friends and family were less satisfied with their
relationships with female participants the more they observed prosocial teasing. This was
also identified using the total sample; thus, even though prosocial teasers tend to think
they have positive relationships, others tend to view them more negatively the more they
use prosocial teasing.
Since prosocial teasing involves ambiguity and provocation, it is subject to
misinterpretation and is likely better received when delivered by individuals with certain
interpersonal characteristics. Thus, I predicted that the quality of relationships between
prosocial teasers and targets would be more positive when the teasers were socially
skilled and confident, emotionally intelligent, securely attached, empathic and able to
take the perspective of others. However, the findings did not support my predictions, but
instead suggest that prosocial teasing is used as a compensatory strategy to make up for a
variety of interpersonal deficits. The findings show that prosocial teasing is associated
with better relationships among those who have difficulty initiating relationships,
struggle with providing emotional support, lack self-esteem in social situations, and are
uncomfortable being in close relationships with others (i.e., attachment avoidance).
The findings involving relationship variables were generally more positive for
males than females. Among males, being higher in prosocial teasing is associated with
greater trust with friends, greater emotional intelligence, greater social self-esteem and
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greater attachment security whereas the relationships between these variables are more
negative for females. These results lend support to the notion that prosocial teasing is a
more normative and adaptive behaviour for males. However, since these findings were
based on self-report data, they may be influenced by self-perception biases.
Implications for the Prosocial Teasing Model
There are a number of themes that emerge from the present research that suggest
modifications to the original conception of prosocial teasing, namely that it (1) is more
aggressive that originally proposed, (2) involves mixed rather than positive interpersonal
goals, and (3) acts as a compensatory strategy for those who have interpersonal deficits.
Prosocial teasing appears to be more aggressive than portrayed in the original
model. This is evidenced by its associations with a number of negative personality traits
(e.g., sub-clinical psychopathy, sarcasm) and findings which suggest that, as a social
strategy, it may be used to express passive aggressive messages or communicate negative
thoughts and beliefs. As such, the original model may have underestimated the degree of
provocation typically used in prosocial teasing. Moreover, although the act of prosocial
teasing may lead to positive outcomes, when one considers the types of individuals who
tend to deliver it (e.g., impulsive, narcissistic, emotionally callous), their related
maladaptive characteristics may overemphasize the aggressive aspects of prosocial teases
and limit any positive uses. For example, prosocial teasers may not be sensitive to cues
indicating that the target is hurt or offended, and may continue to tease inappropriately.
Although prosocial teasing was conceptualized as a means of indirectly
communicating positive messages about relationships, the evidence suggests that it is also
used to convey negative ones. Rather than viewing teases as either exclusively prosocial
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or aggressive, the two likely exist along a continuum of teasing. Thus, some prosocial
teases may be purely positively intended, while others may communicate some degree of
aggression. For example, following the promotion of a hard-working friend, one may
affectionately tease “Congratulations, I heard you got the job. I guess no one else
applied.” This sort of comment may express ironically express affection as well as
competitiveness or resentment. Moreover, prosocial teases may have other uses such as to
gain attention, manipulate others, or act as an aggressive outlet. Since prosocial teasing is
not as positive as initially conceived, the term “prosocial teasing” may not be the best
descriptor for the behaviour. Alternatively, “prosocially-intended teasing” or some other
term may more accurately capture the notion that it may involve mixed intentions and
outcomes. While the original model construed prosocial teasing as a means of enhancing
relationships, this only appears to be true for a socially unskilled subset of the population.
In fact, prosocial teasing does not appear to benefit those who possess a wealth of
interpersonal skills. For such individuals, prosocial teasing is sometimes associated with
having worse relationships. Thus, much of my original model appears to apply to those
who lack secure attachment, emotional supportiveness, and aspects of interpersonal
competence. While I previously noted that the effects of prosocial teasing depend on how
effectively prosocial teases are conveyed, it appears to depend on who does the teasing. It
may be the case that those high in prosocial teasing lack more intimate, direct and nonaggressive ways to appropriately express themselves in their relationships. In this respect,
the PTQ may be a useful clinical tool to identify such individuals who use a high degree
of prosocial teasing in their relationships. Prosocial teasers may benefit from treatment
which targets some of the interpersonal limitations noted in this research. For example,
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increasing self-confidence, warmth, emotional support and empathic concern as well as
resolving barriers which may limit one’s capacity for close and intimate relationships
may be important issues to address in psychotherapy.
Limitations and Future Directions
Various limitations and additional research questions emerge from the results and
discussion in the preceding chapters. While some specific comments regarding these
areas have been previously noted, the following presents a more general discussion. The
subsequent sections are organized around issues related to the PTQ, reliability and
validity, methodology and untested aspects of the prosocial teasing model.
This research has several limitations resulting from the approach taken in
constructing the PTQ as a self-report measure and the cross-sectional nature of this
research. Firstly, the PTQ does not account for the social context in which prosocial
teasing naturally occurs. For example, knowing how its use varies across social,
romantic, occupational or social settings may help identify other possible strategic uses of
prosocial teasing. Secondly, the PTQ measures behavioural tendencies and attitudes
toward prosocial teasing but does not explicitly assess the frequency of the behaviour.
Thus, it is unclear how often people use prosocial teasing and whether its use varies dayto-day. For example, it would be useful to identify which within-person variables (e.g.,
daily fluctuations of positive and negative affect) predict the use of prosocial teasing.
Thirdly, the PTQ does not account for the gender of targets. Since females have been
shown to be less receptive to teasing than males (Keltner et al., 2001), how well prosocial
teases are received likely depends on the whether the target is male or female. This is an
important aspect of prosocial teasing not presently assessed by the PTQ.
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In order to address some of the above limitations, future research could use daily
diary studies to investigate prosocial teasing in daily interactions. This approach would
help assess participants’ daily experience of prosocial teasing (e.g., its frequency, the
situation in which it occurs and with whom) and whether it varies across time. Daily
diary studies could also help identify which individual difference (e.g., gender) or
interpersonal variables precede, predict or follow as consequences to prosocial teasing.
Since such studies have high ecological value (e.g., since they occur in participants’ real
environments), it would also help to establish external validity of the scale. To address
issues related to the gender of targets, future research also could replicate some of the
previous findings by adapting two different versions of the PTQ which asks participants
to rate their prosocial teasing practices separately for males and females.
Another important direction for future research concerns establishing further
reliability and validity support for the PTQ. While the present research has already
established some initial results in this area, more evidence is needed. Since prosocial
teasing is conceptualized as a trait, one would expect that PTQ scores would be stable
across time. Future research is needed to confirm this hypothesis by having participants
complete the PTQ at two separate points of time to establish test-retest reliability. In
addition, although the present research is the first of its kind to measure prosocial teasing
using a self-report scale, additional research could expand the external validity of this
construct and examine parallels in observed behaviour. For example, the PTQ could be
adapted into an observational coding system which could be used to rate observed
prosocial teasing between friends, the scores of which could be correlated with those on
the PTQ. Another method for assessing the validity of the PTQ could be to ask
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participants to present participants with stimuli such as greeting cards or cartoons that
contain this sort of teasing, and ask them to rate their funniness and the likelihood that
they would share them with a friend. These ratings could then be correlated with scores
on the PTQ.
Regarding sampling issues, the fact that participants were Canadian
undergraduate students is a limitation to both the generalizability of the findings and
knowledge about the psychometric properties of the PTQ with other populations (age,
education, etc.). University students are presumably more intelligent and verbally
expressive than the general population and therefore may use prosocial teasing in more
skilled and appropriate ways than others. In addition, prosocial teasing may also be more
of a Western phenomenon. Other cultures may use prosocial teasing to a lesser degree for
different purposes which are not captured by this research. Future research is needed to
replicate and expand these results using community samples with more diverse
demographics (e.g., age, culture, socioeconomic status) to determine whether the PTQ
maintains the same factor structure and acceptable psychometric properties. For example,
administering the PTQ to an older male working-class population may yield very
different results, both with respect to individual difference and interpersonal outcomes,
than a younger male university population.
There are also a number of methodological limitations with the present research.
Since the study design was correlational, this prevents us from making definitive causal
conclusions about the relationship between prosocial teasing and other variables. Future
research should utilize longitudinal designs or experimental methodologies to explore
causal relationships. For example, future research could assess changes in prosocial
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behaviour when varying different experimental conditions such as gender or relationship
type (e.g., close friends versus acquaintances). Such investigations could help clarify how
males and females differ in their prosocial teasing practices and whether this varies based
on the types of relationships with targets.
Teasing is an inherently dyadic process and the self-report individual difference
measure approach focused primarily on only one member of the dyad (i.e., the teaser).
Thus, another limitation with the current design is that it did not assess how targets
respond to prosocial teasers. Presumably, there is a reciprocal teasing relationship
between prosocial teasers and targets. Those who engage in high degrees of prosocial
teasing are likely in relationships with similar individuals who tease back in a similar
manner. However, targets may also respond in a variety of other ways and further
research is needed to clarify this question. A further limitation relates to the global mean
informant scores which were calculated across multiple types of relationships. While the
data suggest that, in general, informants were less satisfied in their relationships with
prosocial teasers, it is unclear whether this varies as a function of the type of relationship
with the teaser. For example, dating partners may be less receptive to prosocial teasing
than friends, a notion which should be investigated in future research.
Finally, there are other aspects of the original prosocial teasing model that were
not empirically tested in the present research. A number of questions remain unanswered
regarding the relationship between prosocial teasing and the use of meta-signals in
communicating playful intent to targets. Using methodology similar to Keltner et al.
(1998), in future research prosocial teasing between friends could be videotaped and then
coded for meta-signal behaviours. In addition, differences in the amount of diminishment
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used in prosocial teases or changes in paratelic states of teasers and targets could be
further investigated as factors which may affect the relational outcomes of prosocial
teasing.
Notwithstanding the above noted limitations, the present research on prosocial
teasing represents a novel approach of conceptualizing and investigating this
understudied form of humorous communication. While the results suggest some
modifications to the original model of prosocial teasing, it nonetheless provides a
theoretical and empirical foundation which will hopefully stimulate further research by
investigators in this field.
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Appendix A: Listing of Measures used in each Sample
Measures for Sample 1 (“Humour, Teasing and Personality”)
Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire (PTQ)
Humor Styles Questionnaire (HSQ; Martin et al., 2003)
Conversational Indirectness Scale (CIS; Holtgraves, 1997)
Brief Sensation Seeking Scale (BSSS; Stephenson et al., 2003)
Telic Dominance Scale (Murgatroyd et al., 1978)
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE; Rosenberg, 1965)
Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire – 8-Item (RSQ-8; Downey & Feldman, 1996)
Modified Interpersonal Relationship Scale (MIRS; Guerney, 1977; Schlein et al.,
1990)
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale – Short Version (MCSD; Crowne &
Marlowe, 1960)
Measures for Sample 2 (“Humour, Teasing, Playfulness and Personality”)
Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire (PTQ)
Humour Styles Questionnaire (HSQ; Martin et al., 2003)
Conversational Indirectness Scale (CIS; Holtgraves, 1997)
Adult Playfulness Scale (APS; Glynn & Webster, 1992)
Sarcasm Self-Report Survey (SSS; Ivanko et al., 2004)
State Trait Cheerfulness Inventory, Trait Version 30-Item (STCI-30; Ruch &
Köhler, 1999)
Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire - Short Form (TEIQue-SF; Petrides &
Furnham, 2006)
Interpersonal Competence Questionnaire (ICQ; Buhrmester et al., 1988)
Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI; Davis, 1983)
Texas Social Behavior Inventory (TSBI; Helmreich et al., 1974)
Perceived Social Support from Friends (PSS-Fr; Procidano & Heller, 1983)
Emotional Expressiveness Questionnaire (EEQ; King & Emmons, 1990)
Ambivalence over Emotional Expressiveness Questionnaire (AEQ; King &
Emmons, 1990, 1991)
Adult Attachment Questionnaire (AAQ; Simpson et al., 1996)
Conformity to Masculine Norms Inventory (CMNI; Mahalik et al., 2003)
Organizational Communication Conflict Inventory (OCCI; Putnam & Wilson,
1982)
Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988)
Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire – Informant (PTQ-I; see Appendix D)
Positive and Negative Relationship Quality Scale (PNRQS; adapted from Fincham
& Linfield, 1997)

183
Measures for Sample 3 (“Humour, Teasing and Mental Health”)
Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire (PTQ)
Humour Styles Questionnaire (HSQ; Martin et al., 2003)
Conversational Indirectness Scale (CIS; Holtgraves, 1997)
NEO Five Factor Inventory – 60 Item (NEO-FFI-60; Costa & McCrae, 1992)
Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI; Derogatis, 1975; Derogatis & Melisaratos, 1983)
Depression Anxiety Stress Scale (DASS; Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995)
Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; Raskin & Hall, 1979)
Self-Report Psychopathy Scale (SRP-III, Paulhus et al., in press)
Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988)
Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR; Paulhus, 1984, 1988)
Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire – Informant (PTQ-I; see Appendix D)
Positive and Negative Relationship Quality Scale (PNRQS; adapted from Fincham
& Linfield, 1997)
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Appendix B: Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire (PTQ) – 20-Item Final Version
Below are several statements about which you may agree or disagree. Please indicate the extent to
which you agree or disagree with the following statements by circling the appropriate number
using the 5-point scale noted below.

1.
2.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

1

2

Neutral (neither
agree nor
disagree)
3

Agree

Strongly
Agree

4

5

My friends and I often make fun of one another to laugh and have fun.
I avoid poking fun at my friends in a playful way because it might make
them dislike me.*
3. I often say mean-sounding things to friends (e.g., calling them a loser)
even though I really mean the opposite.
4. I never make fun of my friends in friendly ways because I might offend
them.*
5. When I am with my friends, I often say things that seem offensive (e.g.,
“You’re such an idiot”), but I mean it in a friendly way.
6. When interacting with a good friend, I tend to poke fun of their quirks,
but in an affectionate way.
7. I will use friendly teases to help maintain the friendships I have.
8. When I am with my closest friends, we often make fun of each other in
playful ways.
9. When my friends make a mistake, I will tease them as a way of letting
them know that it’s alright.
10. When I really like someone, I will often use nicknames to make fun of
some aspect of their personality or appearance.
11. I won’t poke fun at my friends in affectionate ways because doing so
might damage our friendship.*
12. My friends would say that I am unlikely to poke fun at them in friendly
ways.*
13. I think it is inappropriate to tease someone about their personal
characteristics, even if it is done in a friendly way.*
14. When something is bothering me about a friend, I often tease them about
it in an affectionate and sensitive way.
15. I like to show my friends how much I like them by poking fun at some
unimportant characteristic.
16. Teasing my friends is a good way to show that I like them.
17. I think that teasing is a useful way of showing affection.
18. I tease my friends about their physical appearance or personal
characteristics to show that I accept them.
19. I often poke fun at my friends in order to show how close we are.
20. Making fun of my friends in good-natured ways is not something I
enjoy.*
* Items marked with an asterisk are reverse scored.

1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
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Appendix C: Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire (PTQ) – Original 30-Item Version
Below are several statements about which you may agree or disagree. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or
disagree with the following statements by circling the appropriate number using the 5-point scale noted below.
Strongly
Disagree
1

1.
2.

Disagree
2

Neutral (neither
agree nor disagree)
3

Agree

Strongly
Agree
5

4

My friends and I often make fun of one another to laugh and have fun.
I avoid poking fun at my friends in a playful way because it might make them dislike
me.*
3. I often say mean-sounding things to friends (e.g., calling them a loser) even though I
really mean the opposite.
4. I never make fun of my friends in friendly ways because I might offend them.*
5. I poke fun at people I like to indirectly express how I feel about them.
6. When I am with my friends, I often say things that seem offensive (e.g., “You’re such
an idiot”), but I mean it in a friendly way.
7. When interacting with a good friend, I tend to poke fun of their quirks, but in an
affectionate way.
8. I would not make fun of someone I don’t know well for fear of pushing them away.*
9. I will use friendly teases to help maintain the friendships I have.
10. When I tease my friends in an affectionate way, I am careful not to embarrass them.
11. When I am with my closest friends, we often make fun of each other in playful ways.
12. The closer I am to somebody, the more likely I am to make fun of them.
13. When my friends make a mistake, I will tease them as a way of letting them know that
it’s alright.
14. When I really like someone, I will often use nicknames to make fun of some aspect of
their personality or appearance.
15. When getting to know new people, I avoid teasing them in friendly ways because I
could be misunderstood.*
16. I won’t poke fun at my friends in affectionate ways because doing so might damage
our friendship.*
17. My friends would say that I am unlikely to poke fun at them in friendly ways.*
18. I think it is inappropriate to tease someone about their personal characteristics, even if
it is done in a friendly way.*
19. When I playfully tease my friends, I am careful not to hurt their feelings.
20. When something is bothering me about a friend, I often tease them about it in an
affectionate and sensitive way.
21. I will make jokes about my friends’ appearances or personality traits as a way of
having fun with them.
22. Teasing people I don’t know very well is a good way of making friends.
23. I like to show my friends how much I like them by poking fun at some unimportant
characteristic.
24. Teasing my friends is a good way to show that I like them.
25. When getting to know new people, I tend to make fun of them in order to build a
relationship.
26. I think that teasing is a useful way of showing affection.
27. I tease my friends about their physical appearance or personal characteristics to show
that I accept them.
28. I often poke fun at my friends in order to show how close we are.
29. Making fun of my friends in good-natured ways is not something I enjoy.*
30. When I tease my friends in an affectionate way, I always smile, wink or laugh (or
some similar gesture) so they will know that I am just kidding.
* Items marked with an asterisk are reverse scored.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

3

4

5
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Appendix D: PTQ-Informant (PTQ-I; male version)
Please read the statements below with respect to how well they apply to your [friend / boyfriend /
son / brother, etc.]. Then indicate how much you agree or disagree with statement in terms of
how well they describe him by selecting the appropriate number using the 5-point scale below.
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral (neither
agree nor disagree)

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

1. He thinks that teasing is a useful way of showing affection.
2. He likes to show his friends how much he likes them by poking fun at
some unimportant characteristic
3. He often pokes fun at his friends in order to show how close they are.
4. When he is with his closest friends, he often makes fun of them in
playful ways.
5. He will make jokes about his friends’ appearance or personality traits as
a way of having fun with them.
6. He never makes fun of his friends in friendly ways because he might
offend them.
7. Teasing his friends is a good way to show that he likes them.
8. He says mean-sounding things to friends (e.g., calling them a loser) even
though he really means the opposite.
9. He teases his friends about their physical appearance or personal
characteristics to show that he accepts them.
10. He will use friendly teases to help maintain the friendships he has.

1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
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Appendix E – Associations of the PTQ and HSQ with Measures used in Chapter 3
Correlations of the PTQ and HSQ with measures used in Chapter 3 for the total sample,
sorted alphabetically by measure
PTQ
HSQAf
HSQSe
HSQAg
HSQSd
a
APS
.18**
.37***
.38***
.09
.12†
BIDR b
Self-Deceptive Enh.
.05
.18**
.21***
-.11†
-.16*
Impression Mgmt.
-.28***
.04
.05
-.46***
-.17**
MCSD c
-.24***
-.09
.13*
-.50***
-.18**
b
NEO-FFI-60
Neuroticism
.01
-.21***
-.26***
.05
.31***
Extraversion
.12
.41***
.35***
-.03
-.03
Openness
.12
.17**
.22**
-.04
.00
Agreeableness
-.22**
.16*
.07
-.43***
-.16*
Conscientiousness
-.12
.08
.09
-.23***
-.20**
d
PTQ-I
.25***
.16**
.04
.08
.11†
SSS a
.46***
.26***
.16*
.38***
.18**
a
STCI
Cheerfulness
.11†
.55***
.56***
-.11†
.05
Seriousness
-.14*
-.07
-.02
-.08
-.10
Bad Mood
.01
-.46***
-.44***
.14*
.08
TDS c
-.07
-.19**
-.29***
-.14*
-.17*
Note. PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire; HSQ = Humor Styles Questionnaire;
HSQ-Af = Affiliative Humour Style; HSQ-Se = Self-Enhancing Humour Style; HSQAg = Aggressive Humour Style; HSQ-Sd = Self-Defeating Humour Style; APS = Adult
Playfulness Scale; BIDR = Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding; MCSD =
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale; NEO-FFI-60 = NEO Five Factor Inventory
– 60 Item; PTQ-I = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire – Informant Version; SSS =
Sarcasm Self-report Survey; STCI = State Trait Cheerfulness Inventory, Trait Version
30-Item; TDS = Telic Dominance Scale
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
a
n = 250 (124 male, 126 female)
b
n = 247 (127 male, 120 female)
c
n = 238 (92 male, 146 female)
d
n = 283 (122 informants for male participants, 161 informants for female
participants)
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Appendix F – Means and Standard Deviations for Measures used in Chapter 3
Means and standard deviations for measures noted in Chapter 3 listed alphabetically for
the total sample, and males and females separately, with significant mean differences
noted between males and females
Total Sample
Males
Females
M (SD)
M (SD)
M (SD)
t
a
APS
147.57 (25.29) 144.06 (25.29) 151.02 (26.37)
-2.19*
b
BIDR
Self-Deceptive
5.59 (2.99)
5.67 (2.99)
5.50 (2.92)
0.44
Enhancement
Impression
4.93 (3.25)
4.53 (3.25)
5.35 (3.16)
-2.00*
Management
HSQ c
Affiliative
47.27 (6.10)
46.83 (6.36)
47.66 (5.86)
-1.86
Self-Enhancing
37.88 (8.25)
37.75 (7.92)
37.98 (8.53)
-0.37
Aggressive
31.40 (7.20)
32.71 (7.23)
30.26 (6.98)
4.67***
Self-Defeating
30.18 (8.41)
29.61 (8.22)
30.68 (8.56)
-1.73
MCSD e
14.42 (4.72)
14.68 (4.72)
14.25 (4.72)
0.70
b
NEO-FFI-60
Neuroticism
33.56 (8.67)
31.10 (8.67)
36.15 (8.48)
-4.79***
Extraversion
43.88 (6.33)
43.30 (6.33)
44.48 (6.52)
-1.47
Openness
39.64 (6.42)
39.55 (6.42)
39.74 (6.68)
-0.23
Agreeableness
43.25 (6.54)
42.31 (6.54)
44.24 (6.51)
-2.35*
Conscientiousness
43.56 (7.02)
43.15 (7.02)
43.98 (7.18)
-0.93
c
PTQ
PTQ (Final)
72.83 (11.59)
74.01 (12.04)
71.80 (11.10)
2.59**
Factor 1
20.01 (4.78)
20.93 (4.68)
19.20 (4.73)
4.97***
Factor 2
31.74 (4.89)
31.63 (5.28)
31.84 (4.53)
-0.57
Factor 3
21.09 (4.20)
21.45 (4.15)
20.77 (4.23)
2.21*
d
PTQ-I
31.82 (7.11)
33.33 (6.89)
30.67 (7.07)
3.18**
a
SSS
68.36 (12.47)
68.46 (12.47)
68.25 (12.66)
0.13
a
STCI
Cheerfulness
33.09 (4.55)
32.27 (4.55)
33.91 (4.54)
-2.89**
Seriousness
26.48 (3.60)
27.00 (3.60)
25.96 (3.69)
2.30*
Bad Mood
19.04 (4.54)
19.33 (4.54)
18.75 (4.82)
1.02
e
TDS
14.74 (4.26)
15.71 (4.26)
14.12 (3.91)
2.83*
Note. APS = Adult Playfulness Scale; BIDR = Balanced Inventory of Desirable
Responding; HSQ = Humor Styles Questionnaire; MCSD = Marlowe-Crowne Social
Desirability Scale; NEO-FFI-60 = NEO Five Factor Inventory – 60 Item; PTQ =
Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire; PTQ-I = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire – Informant
Version; SSS = Sarcasm Self-report Survey; STCI = State Trait Cheerfulness Inventory,
Trait Version 30-Item; TDS = Telic Dominance Scale
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* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
a
n = 250 (124 male, 126 female)
b
n = 247 (127 male, 120 female)
c
n = 735 (343 male, 392 female)
d
n = 283 (122 informants for male participants, 161 informants for female
participants)
e
n = 238 (92 male, 146 female)
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Appendix G - Items of the PTQ and Correlations with Measures of Social Desirability
MCSD Total a
Item1
Item 2R
Item 3
Item 4R
Item 5
Item 6
Item 7
Item 8R
Item 9
Item 10
Item 11
Item 12
Item 13
Item 14
Item 15R
Item 16R
Item 17R
Item 18R
Item 19
Item 20
Item 21
Item 22
Item 23
Item 24
Item 25
Item 26
Item 27
Item 28
Item 29
Item 30

-.09
-.13*
-.29***
-.16*
-.22***
-.31***
-.20**
-.08
-.07
.23***
-.08
-.16*
-.12†
-.14*
-.08
-.05
-.20**
-.17**
.26***
-.15*
-.15*
-.07
-.16*
-.12†
-.11†
-.10
-.12†
-.10
-.03
-.03

BIDR Self- Deceptive
Enhancement b
-.05
.08
-.06
.06
-.04
.01
.03
.11
-.01
.07
.02
-.02
.04
.01
.11
.10
.12†
.10
.05
.02
.13*
.06
.03
.04
-.01
-.01
.06
.02
.06
.05

BIDR Impression
Management b
-.14*
-.11†
-.25**
-.01
-.27***
-.30***
-.08
-.17**
-.20**
.20**
-.01
-.16*
-.17**
-.22***
-.12†
.00
-.05
-.24***
.19**
-.12†
-.18**
-.13*
-.24***
-.16*
-.21**
-.22***
-.30***
-.22***
.02
.06
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Appendix H – Associations of the PTQ and HSQ with Measures used in Chapter 4
Correlations of the PTQ and HSQ with measures used in Chapter 4 for the total sample,
sorted alphabetically by measure
PTQ
HSQ-Af
HSQ-Se
HSQ-Ag HSQ-Sd
a
AEQ
Positive Emotions
-.06
-.21***
-.05
-.03
.33***
†
Negative Emotions
-.07
-.15*
-.06
-.11
.28***
Total Score
-.07
-.20**
-.06
-.07
.33***
BSI b
Somatisation
.08
-.13*
-.22***
.11†
.28***
Obsessive Compulsive
.08
-.11
-.17**
.12†
.25***
Interpersonal
.01
-.23***
-.20**
.01
.31***
Sensitivity
Depression
.08
-.15*
-.22***
.05
.25***
Anxiety
-.01
-.17**
-.14*
.00
.24***
Hostility
.18**
-.10
-.15*
.18**
.21***
Phobic Anxiety
.00
-.26***
-.13*
.01
.25***
Paranoid Ideation
.10
-.17**
-.06
.08
.33***
Psychoticism
.08
-.12
-.15*
.11†
.31***
GSI
.08
-.22**
-.19**
.12†
.32***
c
BSSS
.15*
.23**
.20**
.24**
.07
CIS a
Production
.07
.14*
.03
-.05
-.05
Interpretation
.11†
-.03
-.10
.19**
.13*
†
Total Score
.11
.07
-.03
.07
.04
CMNI a
Risk Taking
.15*
.07
.16*
.23***
-.08
Pursuit of Social Status
.10
.17**
-.11†
.22***
-.10
Social Dominance
.09
.04
-.07
.39***
-.03
Disdain for Homosex.
.00
-.06
-.20**
.17**
-.05
Total Score
.06
-.12†
-.15*
.38***
-.11†
b
DASS
Depression
.07
-.23***
-.26***
.05
.18**
Anxiety
-.01
-.27***
-.17**
.02
.25***
Tension/Stress
-.02
-.19**
-.18**
.02
.21**
Total Score
.01
-.25***
-.23***
.03
.24***
EEQ a
Positive Emotion
.16*
.45***
.46***
.01
.10
Expression of Intimacy
.05
.30***
.20**
-.11†
-.05
Negative Emotion
.11†
.06
.03
.25**
-.03
Total Score
.15*
.41***
.36***
.04
.02
NPI b
Leadership/Authority
.07
.14*
.10
.13*
-.08
Exhibition/Entitlement
.20**
.12†
.01
.28***
.08
Total Score
.16*
.15*
.13*
.22***
-.01
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OCCI a
Non-Confrontation
.01
-.15*
-.01
.03
.28***
Solution-Oriented
.05
.23***
.29***
-.32***
-.01
Control-Oriented
.24***
.06
-.12†
.37***
-.04
PANAS d
Positive Emotions
.07
.31***
.32***
-.02
-.09†
Negative Emotions
.10*
-.10*
-.23***
.08†
.27***
c
RSE
-.05
.13*
.32**
-.14*
-.30**
RSQ-8 c
-.01
.06
.09
-.03
.12†
SRP-III b
Interpersonal Manip.
.27***
-.05
.00
.41***
.22***
Callous Affect
.22***
-.05
-.03
.40***
.12†
Erratic/Impulsive Life.
.24***
.07
.04
.37***
.10
Antisocial Behaviour
.08
-.06
-.08
.19**
.07
Total Score
.27***
-.03
-.01
.44***
.16**
Note. PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire; HSQ = Humor Styles Questionnaire;
HSQ-Af = Affiliative Humour Style; HSQ-Se = Self-Enhancing Humour Style; HSQ-Ag
= Aggressive Humour Style; HSQ-Sd = Self-Defeating Humour Style; AEQ =
Ambivalence over Emotional Expressiveness Questionnaire; BSI = Brief Symptom
Inventory (GSI = General Severity Index); BSSS = Brief Sensation Seeking Scale; CIS =
Conversational Indirectness Scale; CMNI = Conformity to Masculine Norms Inventory;
DASS = Depression Anxiety Stress Scale; EEQ = Emotional Expressiveness
Questionnaire; NPI = Narcissistic Personality Inventory; OCCI = Organizational
Communication Conflict Inventory; PANAS = Positive Affect Negative Affect Schedule;
RSE = Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale; RSQ-8 = Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire – 8Item; SRP-III = Self-Report Psychopathy Scale
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
a
n = 250 (124 male, 126 female)
b
n = 247 (127 male, 120 female)
c
n = 238 (92 male, 146 female)
d
n = 498 (251 male, 247 female)
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Appendix I – Means and Standard Deviations for Measures used in Chapter 4
Means and standard deviations for measures noted in Chapter 4 listed alphabetically for
the total sample, and males and females separately, with significant mean differences
noted between males and females
Total Sample
Males
Females
M (SD)
M (SD)
M (SD)
t
a
AEQ
Positive Emotions
54.15 (9.70)
54.22 (9.70)
54.08 (10.33)
0.12
Negative Emotions
39.52 (6.91)
39.85 (6.91)
39.19 (7.41)
0.75
Total Score
93.67 (15.75)
94.07 (15.75)
93.28 (16.86)
0.40
b
BSI
Somatisation
4.89 (5.51)
4.07 (5.51)
5.74 (5.77)
-2.41*
Obsessive
9.71 (5.27)
8.41 (5.27)
11.07 (5.10)
-4.11***
Interpersonal
4.34 (4.00)
3.60 (4.00)
5.11 (4.31)
-3.01**
Depression
4.75 (4.93)
4.03 (4.93)
5.50 (5.20)
-2.37*
Anxiety
4.75 (4.52)
3.65 (4.52)
5.9 (4.78)
-4.04***
Hostility
3.8 (3.78)
3.78 (3.78)
3.83 (3.72)
-0.10
Phobic Anxiety
2.42 (3.49)
1.52 (3.49)
3.37 (4.10)
-4.33***
Paranoid Ideation
4.42 (4.16)
3.92 (4.16)
4.95 (4.47)
-1.96†
Psychoticism
3.56 (3.73)
3.03 (3.73)
4.11 (3.95)
-2.29*
GSI
46.14 (34.70)
39.13 (34.70)
53.49 (35.70)
-3.32**
BSSS c
29.75 (6.06)
30.71 (6.06)
29.14 (5.93)
1.95†
CIS a
Production
47.75 (8.72)
48.46 (8.72)
47.04 (9.05)
1.29
Interpretation
36.03 (7.76)
36.83 (7.76)
35.25 (7.78)
1.62
Total Score
83.77 (13.99)
85.29 (13.99)
82.27 (13.88)
1.71†
CMNI a
Pursuit of Social
17.66 (2.60)
17.89 (2.60)
17.44 (2.48)
1.36
Social Dominance
10.06 (2.16)
10.32 (2.16)
9.80 (2.04)
1.93*
Risk-taking
26.46 (4.70)
27.2 (4.70)
25.74 (4.81)
2.48*
Disdain toward
26.08 (5.94)
27.46 (5.94)
24.72 (5.96)
3.74***
Total Score
219.08 (25.13) 231.29 (25.13) 207.07 (19.54)
8.68***
DASS b
Depression
6.35 (6.94)
5.78 (6.94)
6.95 (6.72)
-1.33
Anxiety
6.80 (6.71)
5.77 (6.71)
7.88 (7.38)
-2.51*
Tension/Stress
11.18 (8.72)
9.12 (8.72)
13.33 (9.33)
-3.91***
Total Score
24.31 (19.68)
20.67 (19.68)
28.15 (20.34)
-3.04**
a
EEQ
Positive Emotion
36.47 (6.05)
34.77 (6.05)
38.13 (5.69)
-4.57***
Expression of
23.41 (5.03)
22.52 (5.03)
24.28 (4.78)
-2.81**
Negative Emotion
16.68 (4.12)
16.53 (4.12)
16.83 (4.05)
-0.58
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Total Score
76.56 (10.90)
73.82 (10.90)
79.26 (10.04)
-4.06***
b
NPI
Leadership/
5.24 (2.26)
5.56 (2.26)
4.91 (2.37)
2.27*
Exhibition/
4.39 (2.81)
4.55 (2.81)
4.21 (2.77)
0.95
Total Score
16.70 (6.36)
17.50 (6.36)
15.87 (6.06)
2.02*
OCCI a
Non-Confrontation
45.68 (10.36)
44.64 (10.36)
46.70 (11.44)
-1.58
Solution-Oriented
52.95 (7.83)
52.48 (7.83)
53.41 (7.58)
-0.93
Control-Oriented
29.62 (6.92)
30.29 (6.92)
28.97 (7.36)
1.51
e
PANAS
Positive Emotion
39.34 (5.57)
39.66 (5.57)
39.01 (5.79)
1.30
Negative Emotion
26.38 (7.29)
24.63 (7.29)
28.17 (7.53)
-5.59***
d
PTQ
72.83 (11.59)
74.01 (12.04)
71.80 (11.10)
2.59**
c
RSE
31.37 (5.46)
31.99 (5.46)
30.97 (5.45)
1.41
c
RSQ-8
16.78 (5.34)
16.33 (5.34)
17.07 (5.58)
-1.04
b
SRP-III
Interpersonal
42.31 (9.92)
45.33 (9.92)
39.15 (8.68)
5.15***
Callous Affect
36.86 (8.69)
40.98 (8.69)
32.54 (7.37)
8.74***
Erratic/Impulsive
43.25 (9.69)
45.33 (9.69)
41.06 (9.66)
3.55***
Antisocial
24.22 (7.54)
25.81 (7.54)
22.56 (6.44)
3.46***
Total Score
146.65 (28.34) 157.46 (28.34) 135.32 (23.56)
6.67***
Note. AEQ = Ambivalence over Emotional Expressiveness Questionnaire; BSI =
Brief Symptom Inventory; BSSS = Brief Sensation Seeking Scale; CIS = Conversational
Indirectness Scale; CMNI = Conformity to Masculine Norms Inventory; DASS =
Depression Anxiety Stress Scale; EEQ = Emotional Expressiveness Questionnaire; NPI
= Narcissistic Personality Inventory; OCCI = Organizational Communication Conflict
Inventory; PANAS = Positive Affect Negative Affect Schedule; PTQ = Prosocial
Teasing Questionnaire; PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire; RSE = Rosenberg SelfEsteem Scale; RSQ-8 = Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire – 8-Item; SRP-III = SelfReport Psychopathy Scale
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
a
n = 250 (124 male, 126 female)
b
n = 247 (127 male, 120 female)
c
n = 238 (92 male, 146 female)
d
n = 735 (343 male, 392 female)
e
n = 498 (251 male, 247 female)
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Appendix J – Associations of the PTQ and HSQ with Measures used in Chapter 5
Correlations of the PTQ and HSQ with measures used in Chapter 5 for the total sample,
sorted alphabetically by measure
PTQ
HSQ-Af
HSQ-Se
HSQ-Ag
HSQ-Sd
a
AAQ
Attachment Avoidance
-.06
-.32***
-.16**
.12†
.14*
Attachment Anxiety
-.10
-.28***
-.30***
.06
.24***
ICQ a
Initiating Relationships
.05
.34***
.23***
.00
-.12
†
†
Negative Assertion
.13*
.30***
.11
.11
-.24***
Self-Disclosure
.15*
.33***
.31***
.00
.04
Emotional Support
.23**
.40***
.22***
-.18**
-.01
Managing Conflict
.00
.24***
.33***
-.33***
.10
Total Score
.15*
.45***
.34***
-.09
-.08
IRI a
Perspective Taking
-.07
.09
.25***
-.45***
.04
Empathic Concern
.06
.27***
.25***
-.34***
.09
b
MIRS
Trust
.04
.22***
.15*
-.21**
-.15*
Self-Disclosure
.11
.26***
.14*
-.04
-.04
Genuineness
.08
.24***
.17**
-.18**
-.12
Perceived Empathy
-.03
.19**
.11†
-.14*
-.24***
Comfort
.20**
.35***
.15*
.01
-.07
Communication
.04
.16*
.12†
-.15*
-.08
Total Score (Intimacy)
.09
.30***
.18**
-.15*
-.14*
PNRQS c
Positive Satisfaction
.04
.08
.06
-.03
-.01
Negative Satisfaction
-.08
-.02
-.07
-.02
-.13*
Total Satisfaction
.07
.05
.07
.00
.09
a
PSS-Fr
.19**
.31***
.22***
-.07
.07
TEIQ a
.05
.48***
.38***
-.16*
-.26***
TSBI a
.01
.47***
.33***
-.01
-.27***
Note. PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire; HSQ = Humor Styles Questionnaire;
HSQ-Af = Affiliative Humour Style; HSQ-Se = Self-Enhancing Humour Style; HSQ-Ag
= Aggressive Humour Style; HSQ-Sd = Self-Defeating Humour Style; AAQ = Adult
Attachment Questionnaire; ICQ = Interpersonal Competence Questionnaire; IRI =
Interpersonal Reactivity Inventory; MIRS = Modified Interpersonal; PNRQS = Positive
and Negative Relationships Quality Scale; PSS-Fr = Perceived Social Support from
Friend; TEIQ = Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire; TSBI = Texas Social
Behavior Inventory; 8-Item
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
a
n = 250 (124 male, 126 female)
b
n = 283 (122 informants for male participants, 161 informants for female
participants)
c
n = 247 (127 male, 120 female)
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Appendix K – Means and Standard Deviations for Measures used in Chapter 5
Means and standard deviations for measures noted in Chapter 5 listed alphabetically for
the total sample, and males and females separately, with significant mean differences
noted between males and females
Total Sample
Males
Females
M (SD)
M (SD)
M (SD)
t
a
AAQ
Attachment
31.44 (9.08)
30.81 (9.08)
32.06 (9.74)
-1.09
Anxiety
Attachment
27.12 (8.30)
27.27 (8.30)
26.98 (9.02)
0.27
Avoidance
HSQ b
Affiliative
47.27 (6.10)
46.83 (6.36)
47.66 (5.86)
-1.86
Self-Enhancing
37.88 (8.25)
37.75 (7.92)
37.98 (8.53)
-0.37
Aggressive
31.40 (7.20)
32.71 (7.23)
30.26 (6.98)
4.67***
Self-Defeating
30.18 (8.41)
29.61 (8.22)
30.68 (8.56)
-1.73
a
ICQ
Initiating
27.47 (6.06)
27.12 (6.06)
27.8 (6.14)
-0.88
Relationships
Negative Assertion
26.49 (5.77)
26.76 (5.77)
26.23 (5.97)
0.73
Self-Disclosure
26.02 (5.61)
25.29 (5.61)
26.74 (5.62)
-2.06*
Emotional Support
33.22 (4.51)
32.06 (4.51)
34.36 (4.29)
-4.15***
Managing Conflict
29.01 (4.67)
28.91 (4.67)
29.10 (4.75)
-0.32
Total Score
142.20 (18.86) 140.14 (18.86) 144.23 (19.36)
-1.72†
IRI a
Perspective Taking
23.86 (4.30)
23.69 (4.30)
24.02 (4.14)
-0.61
Empathic Concern
26.55 (4.03)
25.54 (4.03)
27.55 (3.64)
-4.07***
c
MIRS
Trust
68.20 (10.23)
68.60 (10.23)
67.95 (10.72)
0.48
Self-Disclosure
52.80 (8.46)
50.63 (8.46)
54.17 (8.50)
-3.21**
Genuineness
16.03 (2.45)
15.77 (2.45)
16.20 (2.50)
-1.31
Perceived Empathy
19.15 (3.33)
18.62 (3.33)
19.49 (3.34)
-1.98*
Comfort
24.58 (3.51)
23.90 (3.51)
25.01 (3.36)
-2.39*
Communication
8.91 (1.05)
8.62 (1.05)
9.10 (1.01)
-3.47***
Total Score
189.69 (23.37) 186.14 (23.37) 191.92 (24.45)
-1.87
(Intimacy)
PNRQS d
Positive
27.18 (3.02)
26.91 (3.02)
27.39 (2.62)
-1.32
Satisfaction
Negative
9.31 (4.93)
9.42 (4.93)
9.22 (4.60)
0.34
Satisfaction
Total Satisfaction
17.87 (6.67)
17.49 (6.67)
18.17 (6.02)
-0.85
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PSS-Fr a
15.29 (4.14)
14.35 (4.14)
16.21 (3.93)
-3.64***
c
PTQ
72.83 (11.59)
74.01 (12.04)
71.80 (11.10)
2.59**
d
PTQ-I
31.82 (7.11)
33.33 (6.89)
30.67 (7.07)
3.18**
a
TEIQ
149.68 (19.09) 149.97 (19.09) 149.40 (20.06)
0.24
a
TSBI
55.99 (9.01)
56.75 (9.01)
55.25 (9.80)
1.31
Note. AAQ = Adult Attachment Questionnaire; AG = Aggression Questionnaire;
HSQ = Humor Styles Questionnaire; ICQ = Interpersonal Competence Questionnaire;
IRI = Interpersonal Reactivity Inventory; MIRS = Modified Interpersonal Relationship
Scale; PNRQS = Positive and Negative Relationships Quality Scale (Informant); PSSFr = Perceived Social Support from Friend; PTQ = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire;
PTQ-I = Prosocial Teasing Questionnaire – Informant Version; TEIQ = Trait Emotional
Intelligence Questionnaire; TSBI = Texas Social Behavior Inventory (Social SelfEsteem)
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
a
n = 250 (124 male, 126 female)
b
n = 735 (343 male, 392 female)
c
n = 238 (92 male, 146 female)
d
n = 283 (122 informants for male participants, 161 informants for female
participants)
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